Volume 2017

Article 211

2017

Archaeological Testing of Site 41BX6, The Alamo, City of San
Antonio, Bexar County, Texas
Nesta J. Anderson
Kristi Miller Nichols
Steve Tomka
Clinton McKenzie
Alamea N. Young

See next page for additional authors

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.sfasu.edu/ita
Part of the American Material Culture Commons, Archaeological Anthropology Commons,
Environmental Studies Commons, Other American Studies Commons, Other Arts and Humanities
Commons, Other History of Art, Architecture, and Archaeology Commons, and the United States History
Commons

Tell us how this article helped you.
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Center for Regional Heritage Research at SFA
ScholarWorks. It has been accepted for inclusion in Index of Texas Archaeology: Open Access Gray Literature from
the Lone Star State by an authorized editor of SFA ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact
cdsscholarworks@sfasu.edu.

Archaeological Testing of Site 41BX6, The Alamo, City of San Antonio, Bexar
County, Texas
Authors
Nesta J. Anderson, Kristi Miller Nichols, Steve Tomka, Clinton McKenzie, Alamea N. Young, Melanie
Nichols, Mary Jo Galindo, P. Shawn Marceaux, Jose Zapata, Jason Perez, and Sarah Wigley

Creative Commons License
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

This article is available in Index of Texas Archaeology: Open Access Gray Literature from the Lone Star State:
https://scholarworks.sfasu.edu/ita/vol2017/iss1/211

Archaeological Testing of Site 41BX6, The Alamo, City of
San Antonio, Bexar County, Texas
Antiquities Permit # 7692
Principal Investigator: Nesta J. Anderson, PhD

Prepared for
Preservation Design Partnership
10 Shurs Lane
Suite 104
Philadelphia, PA 19127

Report Authors:
Nesta J. Anderson, PhD; Kristi Miller Nichols, MA; Steve Tomka PhD, Clinton McKenzie, MS,
Alamea N. Young, BA, Melanie Nichols, MSc, Mary Jo Galindo, PhD, P. Shawn Marceaux, PhD; Jose
Zapata, MA, Jason Perez, BA, and Sarah Wigley, BA
With Contributions by:
Virginia L. Moore, MAG, K. B. Hill, MA, and Jacob I. Sullivan, BS

Pape-Dawson
7800 Shoal Creek Blvd
Suite 220W
Austin, TX 78757

December 1, 2017

Abstract
In support of the Alamo Master Plan, Preservation Design Partnership (PDP) of Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, hired Pape-Dawson Engineers along with subconsultants Raba-Kistner Environmental
Consultants (RKEI) and the Center for Archaeological Research at the University of Texas-San Antonio
(CAR) to lead an archaeological effort at the west and south walls of the Alamo (41BX6). This effort was
designed to build upon previous work at the Alamo in order to answer several research questions the
Master Plan team has about the compound boundaries and previous living surfaces. These questions,
included in the research design for the Texas Antiquities Permit application, have been refined over time
so that they are:
1.

Can the outer limits or edges of the Alamo “walled compound” be located and delineated through existing
data from past archaeological campaigns and/or supplemental and targeted archaeology to be
undertaken as part of the Master Plan?

2.

Can archaeology help delineate the landscape features of the mission compound, such as acequias, plant
material, etc.?

3.

Given the layers of late-nineteenth and twentieth century disturbances and construction, can the 1724
and 1836 elevations be determined?

4.

Can the relationship between the river and the 1724 and/or 1836 living surfaces be determined along
with the topography of the site, particularly along the southwest corner of the mission compound, where
the shortest distance to the river appears to exist?

As the excavations took place primarily on land owned by the City of San Antonio (COSA), compliance
with the Antiquities Code of Texas was required, and Texas Antiquities Permit #7692 was obtained prior
to field investigations. In addition, the project area falls within the San Antonio City Limits and partly
within COSA’s River Improvement Overlay (RIO) District 3, necessitating compliance with COSA’s Unified
Development Code (UDC). In compliance with these regulations, the archaeological team consulted
closely with the Texas Historical Commission and the COSA archaeologist.
The current investigations focused on a ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey to supplement existing
GPR data and revisits to both 41BX6 (a State Antiquities Landmark) and 41BX438 (recommended for
State Antiquities Landmark status according to the site form) to perform further archaeological testing
in these areas. While these two areas have been given separate site numbers previously, agency
consultation agreed that the current effort would be for site 41BX6, especially since one of the research
goals was to confirm the boundaries of the Alamo compound. The GPR results are presented in a
separate technical report.
Previous investigations indicate remnants of the south wall and lunette are present at 41BX6, and
suggest that the Spanish Colonial living surface was not present in these areas. At 41BX438, previous
investigations revealed adobe brick piers, adobe brick walls, stone walls, and other architectural
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features associated with the west wall complex were present at the time of the 1979 and 1980
excavations, as were Spanish Colonial deposits. The 2016 archaeological testing sought to build upon
this previous information to confirm whether these types of architectural features and archaeological
deposits continue to exist adjacent to areas that were excavated previously.
An area adjacent to the north side of 41BX438 was designated as Locus A and targeted as part of the
current investigations at the west wall. A total of seven 1x1 meter (m) units were excavated in this area,
although some units were excavated as a block to provide better horizontal coverage. Within these
units, a total of six features were discovered, including an adobe brick pier and a collapsed adobe wall.
In order to preserve deposits in place for future interpretation for the Master Plan team, archaeologists
halted excavation upon reaching potentially intact deposits in all units with the exception of two areas.
One 0.5 m x 0.5 m unit sample within Unit A-2 and one 0.35 m x 0.5 m within Unit 6 were excavated
through potentially intact deposits to confirm they were intact. An intact living surface likely dating to
the Spanish Colonial period (1724-1792) was discovered in both these sample areas. Evidence of wall
collapse was also observed in Units A-2 –A-5. A total of 1,526 artifacts was recovered from Locus A,
including Spanish colonial and European ceramics, Native American ceramics, container glass, a brass
finial, faunal bone, and lithic debitage.
Archaeologists designated an area adjacent to and extending partly into the east side of Alamo Street as
Locus B. This excavation was intended to provide additional information about potential archaeological
deposits associated with the south wall of the Alamo. A total of nine 1x1 m units were laid out at this
location; of these, eight were excavated. An additional 1 m x 0.3 m unit was excavated adjacent to Unit
B-1 to investigate a disturbance. Four features were found in this area of the site, including a wall
footing and a utility trench. A shovel test excavated within the utility trench confirmed the presence of
curved pipe suggestive of a utility casing approximately 155 cm below the current ground surface. This
area yielded a limited number of artifacts, and did not provide conclusive evidence for intact living
surfaces being present within the excavation area. A total of 255 artifacts was recovered from this area,
including lithic debitage, a few Spanish colonial ceramics, faunal bone, and a sword tip.
Architectural remnants of the wall complexes uncovered during the 2016 excavations at both the west
and south walls indicate that additional archaeological data about the compound boundaries is available
in some areas that have not been previously excavated. In addition, these excavations were designed to
confirm the presence of archaeological deposits and to sample these deposits to see whether they may
be intact without destroying them completely, so that additional information potential remains to help
answer questions about the previous landscapes at the Alamo. Based on the excavation results, there is
an intact Spanish Colonial living surface at Locus A, while at Locus B, no intact living surface was present.
These findings are consistent with previous excavation data at these locations.
In accordance with the criteria in 13 TAC 26.10, Pape-Dawson’s testing of site 41BX6 has confirmed that
the site contains deposits worthy of SAL designation at both the south and west walls of the Alamo
Compound. As excavations were designed to preserve archaeological features and deposits in place
rather than to excavate through them, there is additional information potential present not only in
iii

deposits surrounding the excavated areas, but also still in the excavated units themselves. As a result,
the Principal Investigator recommends the site be protected from disturbance until the deposits present
in these areas can be publicly interpreted and/or excavated thoroughly at a later date with appropriate
research goals and questions. Deposits at both Locus A and Locus B have been covered with landscaping
fabric, a layer of clean sand, backdirt, and then construction base and pavers.
A site revisit form was filed with the Texas Archeological Research Laboratory. Project records,
photographs, and artifacts will be curated at the Center for Archaeological Research at The University of
Texas at San Antonio.
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Management Summary
Pape-Dawson, along with subconsultants Raba Kistner Environmental (RKEI) and the Center for
Archaeological Research (CAR) at the University of Texas San Antonio (UTSA) conducted archaeological
testing of site 41BX6 in downtown San Antonio, Bexar County, Texas. Fieldwork took place from July 19,
2016 through August 16, 2016. The work was performed at the request of the Alamo Master Plan team,
who sought to build upon information from previous archaeological excavations about the compound
boundaries and living surfaces at the site.
As the property was partially located on COSA-owned land, compliance with the Antiquities Code of
Texas (ACT) was required, and Pape-Dawson obtained Texas Antiquities Permit No.7692 prior to the
initiation of fieldwork. The Alamo is a Local Historic Landmark, and the project area also partially fell
within RIO District 3, both which required compliance with COSA’s UDC.
Nesta Anderson, PhD., served as the Lead Principal Investigator for the project, and was assisted in the
field by Principal Investigators Mary Jo Galindo, PhD, of Pape-Dawson, Steve Tomka, PhD., of RKEI, and
P. Shawn Marceaux, PhD., of CAR. Project Archaeologists in the field included Jose Zapata of CAR and
Kristi Miller Nichols of RKEI. Karissa Basse of Pape-Dawson served as Laboratory Director, and was
assisted by Sarah Wigley of CAR. Field crews included Clinton McKenzie and Jason Perez of CAR, Jacob
Sullivan and Katie Hill of Pape-Dawson, and Mark Luzmoor, Ashley Jones, Chris Matthews, Chris Murray,
Rick Sample, and Emily Andujar of Raba Kistner. Melanie Nichols of Pape-Dawson served as the Project
Osteologist. Figures and illustrations were produced by Virginia Moore, Alamea Young, Katie Hill, and
Jacob Sullivan of Pape-Dawson.
Based on the 2016 archaeological testing at site 41BX6, archaeologists determined intact features and
deposits associated with the west and south walls of the Alamo compound exist in areas where
excavation occurred. While evidence of disturbance exists at both areas, there are significant features
and deposits present that could yield additional information. Archaeologists left these features and
deposits in place, covered them with landscaping cloth and a layer of clean sand, followed by backdirt,
and then the sidewalk pavers were replaced over both excavation areas. This preservation will allow the
deposits to be available for future research and/or interpretation.
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Chapter I: Introduction
At the request of Preservation Design Partnership (PDP) of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Pape-Dawson
Engineers along with subconsultants Raba-Kistner Environmental Consultants (RKEI) and the Center for
Archaeological Research (CAR) at the University of Texas-San Antonio (UTSA) performed archaeological
investigations at 41BX6, the Alamo (Figure 1). The goal of this research was to build upon previous work
at both the west and south walls in order to answer specific questions posed by the Alamo Master Plan
Team. These questions, included in the research design for the Texas Antiquities Permit application,
have been refined over time so that they are:
1.

Can the outer limits or edges of the Alamo “walled compound” be located and delineated through existing
data from past archaeological campaigns and/or supplemental and targeted archaeology to be
undertaken as part of the Master Plan?

2.

Can archaeology help delineate the landscape features of the mission compound, such as acequias, plant
material, etc.?

3.

Given the layers of late-nineteenth and twentieth century disturbances and construction, can the 1724
and 1836 elevations be determined?

4.

Can the relationship between the river and the 1724 and/or 1836 living surfaces be determined along
with the topography of the site, particularly along the southwest corner of the mission compound, where
the shortest distance to the river appears to exist?

In response to these questions, the archaeological team worked with the City of San Antonio (COSA)
archaeologist to review previous work and to choose areas where excavation would have the potential
to reveal additional information about the outer edges of the Alamo compound as well as about
previous living surfaces. In addition, the team chose areas for additional ground penetrating radar (GPR)
survey that would supplement data from previous efforts. The results of the GPR survey have been
presented in a separate report.
The project work space was split into two separate investigation areas: Locus A, which targeted
archaeological deposits at the west wall, and Locus B, which focused on archaeological deposits at the
south wall (Figure 2). Locus A was located south of the Crockett Block buildings, just east of the paseo to
the San Antonio River, in a space where interpretive wall reconstructions are present. This area was
primarily located on land owned by the Maverick family. Locus B was located under the sidewalk
adjacent to the planter along the east side of Alamo Street. Archaeologists chose these areas in part due
to their proximity to previous excavations that had found evidence of both the west and south walls.
As the excavations took place primarily on land owned by the COSA, compliance with the Antiquities
Code of Texas was required, and Texas Antiquities Permit #7692 was obtained prior to field
investigations. In addition, the project area falls within the San Antonio City Limits and partly within
COSA’s River Improvement Overlay (RIO) District 3, and within the Alamo Plaza Local Historic District,
necessitating compliance with COSA’s Unified Development Code (UDC). In compliance with these
regulations, the archaeological team consulted closely with the Texas Historical Commission and the
COSA archaeologist.
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This report presents the results of the 2016 archaeological investigations at SAL 41BX6, located in San
Antonio, Bexar County, Texas. Following this Introduction, Chapters II and III discuss the physical setting
of the project area and situate it within the region’s larger cultural context. The research design and
methods employed in performing the investigations are detailed in Chapter IV. Chapter V presents the
results of the investigations at 41BX6, and Chapter VI provides a summary and recommendations.
Appendix A contains the human remains protocol for the project, and Appendix B contains the artifact
catalogue.
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Chapter II: Environmental Setting
Project Setting

Site 41BX6 is located in downtown San Antonio, and is roughly bounded by Alamo Street on the west,
Houston Street on the north, Bonham Street on the East, and Crockett Street on the south. The church
and convento remain the focal points of the compound, but the boundaries have not been firmly
established archaeologically. Plaques embedded in the sidewalk along Alamo Street north of Houston
Street commemorate the estimated location of the north wall while a series of structures located
immediately adjacent to the south wall of the Crockett Building represent the configuration of the west
wall complex. The eastern boundary consists of a wall running parallel to Bonham Street, and the space
is open to Crockett Street to the south.

Soils and Geology

The Geologic Atlas of Texas identifies the underlying geological formation within the project area as
Fluviatile terrace deposits (Qt). These Quaternary-age deposits consist predominately of gravels
(limestone, dolomite, and chert), sand, silt, and clay. Most rivers and waterways below the Balcones
Escarpment are entrenched and no longer have active floodplains. Except for unusual conditions, the
project area is on a terrace above flood level (Bureau of Economic Geography 1983).
The project area is mapped as Branyon Clay (HtB), 1-3% slopes. This series forms as very deep deposits
of clay. The parent material of the Branyon series is a calcareous clayey alluvium derived from
Pleistocene-aged mudstone. Deposits occur on either very gently sloping or nearly level treads of stream
terraces or within river valleys. Depending on the slope of the deposits, water run-off can be high to
very high. The clay cracks when dry, allowing for quick permeability during precipitation (USDA-NRCS
2016).
The soil description is based off of a Branyon Clay deposit near Martindale, Caldwell County, Texas. At
and near the surface (0-10 centimeters [cm]; 0-4 inches), the clay is very dark gray (10YR3/1) to dark
gray (10YR4/1) in color, extremely hard and moderately plastic. In some areas, small, weakly cemented
iron-manganese concretions may be found within the matrix. From about 10-112 cm (4-44 inches) in
depth, the deposit continues to be dark gray (10YR4/1) with weakly cemented calcium carbonate
concretions. The clay then becomes predominantly gray in color (10YR5/1), with irregular white calcium
carbonate concretions until about 183 cm (72 inches), when it transitions into a light gray in color
(10YR7/2) with iron-manganese masses and calcium carbonate concretions (USDA-NRCS 2014).

Cultural Chronology

While no definitive evidence of an isolated in situ prehistoric occupation has been found at the Alamo to
date, Native American groups were living throughout the area prior to the arrival of the Spanish, and
had likely camped nearby for centuries prior to their arrival. As this site was historically desirable for
habitation, it is likely that Native people lived in the vicinity during the prehistoric period. As a result, an
overview of the prehistory and history of San Antonio is presented below for contextual purposes.
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Bexar County falls within the central Texas archaeological region (Collins 2004; Prewitt 1981).
Archaeologists have divided the human occupation of the region into four principal periods: Paleoindian,
Archaic, Late Prehistoric, and Historic. Each of these periods has associated sub-periods. The
Paleoindian, Archaic, and Late Prehistoric periods are marked by changes in climatic conditions and
adaptations of human behavior. These adaptive measures include changes in material culture and
subsistence strategies over time as evidenced through information and artifacts recovered from
archaeological sites. While the end of the Late Prehistoric is defined by the arrival of non-indigenous
populations, the start of the Historic period is defined by the foundation of successful European
settlements in Texas, which includes the establishment of the Mission San Antonio de Valero (hereafter
called the Alamo) and the mission system as a whole within San Antonio. The standard summaries of the
cultural chronologies for the region were produced by Collins (1995; 2004) and Prewitt (1981). Below is
a brief summary of the cultural sequence that has been reconstructed by archaeologists for the area,
with specific references to Bexar County and the Alamo when available.

Paleoindian (9,200 B.C. – 6,500 B.C.)
Although there remains some debate about whether pre-Clovis Paleoindian peoples lived in Texas, there
is definitive evidence of Paleoindian occupation within Texas by 9,200 B.C. Research has shown
Paleoindians were gathering a variety of wild plants and hunting large mammals (mammoth, mastodon,
bison, etc.) as well as smaller terrestrial and aquatic animals (Collins 1995; Bousman et al. 2004). For
example, Bousman et al. (2004) reported that the late Paleoindian component at the Wilson-Leonard
site reflects the exploitation of riparian, forest and grassland plant species, while the Lewisville (Winkler
1982) and the Aubrey (Ferring 2001) sites produced faunal assemblages that represented a wide range
of taxa, including large, medium, and small animal species.
Tool kits characteristic of the Paleoindian period in Central Texas consists of an assortment of chipped
stone tools including knives, scrapers, and lanceolate-shaped projectile points. Collins (1995) has
proposed dividing this period into early and late phases based on changes in projectile point styles.
While the early sub-period is characterized by Clovis and Folsom points, the late sub-period is
distinguished by St. Mary’s Hall, Wilson, and Golondrina points. Dalton, San Patrice, and Plainview points
are presented as possibly marking the transition between the two sub-periods (Collins 1995; Turner and
Hester 1999; Turner et al. 2011).
In Texas, most Paleoindian sites are classified as procurement or consumption sites (Bousman et al.
2004), but a few, such as the Wilson-Leonard site in Williamson County (Collins 1995) and the Pavo Real
site in Bexar County (Collins et al. 2003), have produced burials in context (Collins 1995). Other
Paleoindian sites discovered within Bexar County include the Chandler site (41BX708) (Shafer and Hester
2005), site 41BX1396 in Brackenridge Park (Tomka 2012), the Richard Beene site (41BX831) (Thoms et al.
1996; Bousman et al. 2004, Thoms and Mandel 2007), and the St. Mary’s Hall site (41BX229) (Hester
1978). These sites have provided significant information regarding Paleoindian dietary diversification
(Hester 1978), cooking technologies (Bousman et al. 2004; Collins et al. 2003), and early stone tool
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manufacturing (Hester 1978; Collins et al. 2003; Bousman et al. 2004; Tomka 2012) within and around
the San Antonio area.
Towards the end of the Paleoindian period, megafauna (e.g. mammoth, mastodon, and an ancient
species of bison) populations began to decline as continental climes became warmer and wetter. The
diverse biotic communities at the end of the Pleistocene in Texas suggests that Paleoindian populations
practiced more generalized subsistence strategies, and were not necessarily traveling extreme distances
to hunt big game. Rather, archaeological evidence suggests people began focusing more on hunting
smaller animals (e.g. deer, turkey, and rabbit) and gathering edible roots, nuts, and fruits (Black 1989).
The Paleoindian point technology was replaced by an array of different types of barbed and stemmed
points adapted for hunting smaller game. This shift marks the transition into the Archaic Period.

Archaic (6,500 B.C. – A.D. 700)
The Archaic period lasted from about 6,500 B.C. to the introduction of the bow and arrow about A.D.
700-800. This cultural period is typically divided into three subperiods: Early, Middle, and Late. During
the Early Archaic (6,500 B.C. to 2,500 B.C.), mobility strategies appear to have shifted to more frequent,
short-distance movements that allowed for the exploitation of seasonal resources. With megafauna on
the brink of extinction, hunting practices moved away from the pursuit of big-game animals and towards
the pursuit of medium and small-game animals such as the modern buffalo, deer, and rabbits. Mussels
were seasonally harvested, and edible plant resources continued to be foraged and eaten. Food
preparation strategies also appear to have changed during the Early Archaic as evidenced by the
emergence of earth ovens within the archaeological record (Guy 1998).
Projectile point styles characteristic of the Early Archaic include Angostura, Early Split Stem, Martindale,
and Uvalde (Collins 1995; 2004). Task-specific tools, introduced during the Early Archaic sub-period,
include the Clear Fork and Guadalupe adzes (Turner et al. 2011). Sites in Bexar County with Early Archaic
components include Hausman Road site (41BX47), the Richard Beene site (41BX831) (Thoms and
Mandel 2007), the Higgins Site (41BX184) (Black et al. 1998), and the Panther Springs site (41BX228)
(Black and McGraw 1985).
The Middle Archaic sub-period spans from 2,500 B.C. to 1,000 B.C. (Collins 1995, 2004; Weir 1976).
Archaeological data indicates that human populations may have increased during this time likely as a
result of warmer and more arid climatic conditions. This sub-period is also marked by another shift in
projectile point form and style. Projectile points from the Middle Archaic sub-period tend to be large
and straight-stemmed and include the Bell, Andice, Calf Creek, Taylor, Nolan, and Travis points (Collins
1995; Turner and Hester 1999). The archaeological record indicates an increase in the size and
distribution of sites during the Middle Archaic, which likely reflects a growing population and new
developments in social structure (Prewitt 1981; Weir 1976). Subsistence during the Middle Archaic
includes an increased reliance on nuts and other edible plants located within riverine environments, and
the use of earth ovens to cook such foods becomes more commonplace (Black 1989; Johnson and
Goode 1994). Reuse of earth ovens at some sites has resulted in expansive accumulations of discarded
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burned stone, known as burned rock middens (Johnson and Goode 1994). Middle Archaic sites in Bexar
County include the Panther Springs site (Black and McGraw 1985), Culebra Creek site (41BX126) (Nickels
et al 1998), and Elm Waterhole site (41BX300) (Katz 1987).
The Late Archaic spans from 1,000 B.C. to A.D. 700 (Collins 1995; 2004). While the use of earth ovens
continued, the Late Archaic period saw a rise in the diversification of projectile point types. These types
included the Bulverde, Pedernales, Kinney, Lange, Marshall, Williams, Marcos, Montell, Castroville,
Ensor, Frio, Fairland and Darl projectile points (Collins 1995; Turner and Hester 1999). Some researchers
attribute this increase in stone tool diversity and production to a return to the social organization of
small bands, who roamed expansive territories. During the Late Archaic, cemeteries become common in
central Texas (Potter 2005; Dockall et al. 2006). Burials dating to this sub-period have been located in
caves, such as the Bering Sink Hole (Bement 1994) and Hitzfelder Cave (41BX228) (Collins 1970) and at
open campsites, such as 41BX1 (Lukowski 1988), Loma Sandia (Taylor and Highley 1995), Silo site (Lovata
1997), and Coleman Cemetery site (41BX568) (Potter et al. 2005).

Late Prehistoric (A.D. 700 – A.D. 1700)
As the Archaic transitioned into the Late Prehistoric period (A.D. 700 to A.D. 1700), several technological
advances become evident. The two most notable changes were the adoption of the bow and arrow
followed by the introduction of pottery. The bow and arrow quickly replaced the atlatl, or throwing
stick, to become the primary weapon of choice. Evidence of this shift in weaponry includes the
appearance of small, thin arrow points into the archaeological record at the start of the Late Prehistoric
period. Later within this period, ceramics were introduced into Central Texas from several different
directions, but perhaps most notably from the Caddo area located to the east. While some groups
within Texas began to rely largely on agriculture for food, Late Prehistoric peoples within Central Texas
continued to primarily practice hunting and gathering (Collins 1995).
Based on technological and dietary distinctions, the Late Prehistoric period is divided into two phases:
The Austin phase and the Toyah phase. The Austin phase (A.D. 700 to A.D. 1300) is marked by the
advent of the bow and arrow and an increase in the use of earth ovens and the formation of associated
burned rock middens. Projectile points associated with this phase include the Scallorn and Edwards
types (Collins 1995; Turner and Hester 1999).
The Toyah Phase (A.D. 1300 to A.D. 1720) is characterized by the prominence of the Perdiz point and the
introduction of pottery (Collins 1995). In Central Texas, Caddoan trade ware is the earliest pottery to
have appeared in this region. Leon Plain ware (post A.D. 1200-1300) was later produced in Central and
South Texas. Leon Plain ceramic types are undecorated, bone-tempered bowls, jars, and ollas with
oxidized, burnished and floated exterior surfaces (Lebo and Cliff 2010). Analysis of residues on ceramic
sherds suggests that vessels were used to hold bison bone grease/fat, mesquite bean/bison bone
grease, and deer/bison bone grease (Quigg et al. 1993). While bison (American buffalo) were an
important food source during the Toyah phase, medium and small-game animals also continued to be
hunted. However, these animals were not just hunted for their meats but for their hides as well. Hides,
25

especially those of bison and deer, were important items of trade (Creel 1990).
During the Late Prehistoric period, there are possible indications of major population movements,
changes in settlement patterns, and perhaps lower population densities (Black 1989). Burials
encountered that date to this period often reveal evidence of physical conflict (Black 1989).

Historic (A.D. 1600s – A.D. 1950)
The end of the Late Prehistoric is marked by the first direct Spanish contact with Native Americans in
Texas. Often, the time between initial contact and the establishment of permanent European
settlements is referred to as the Proto-Historic (ca. A.D. 1528 to A.D. 1700). Archaeological data from
Proto-Historic sites can often be bolstered by ethnohistoric and personal accounts kept by French and
Spanish explorers, Spanish missionaries, and early settlers.
The earliest possible contact between Spanish explorers and Native American groups in Texas would
have occurred in 1528 as the survivors of the Pánfilo de Narvaez expedition interacted with coastal
populations. On November 6, 1528, Alvar Nuñez Cabeza de Vaca and his compatriots landed on an
island to the west of Galveston Island. Of the undetermined number of men who landed on the island,
only four survived: Cabeza de Vaca, Andrés Dorantes de Carranza, Estevanico (an enslaved African), and
Alonso Castillo Maldonado. Accounts of early contact between the Spanish and the coastal Karankawan
groups and interior groups were kept by Cabeza de Vaca. He recorded seasonal food choices, the items
he used to trade between the groups, and daily routines during the nearly seven years he spent in Texas.
As the four survivors trekked back to Spanish Mexico, Cabeza de Vaca spent 18 months among the
Mariames, a hunter-gatherer group in South Texas. Overall, his account provides descriptions of 23
Native American groups living in sixteenth-century Texas (Chipman and Joseph 1992:30; La Vere
2004:59-68).
There were only a few Spanish expeditions into Texas after Cabeza de Vaca. The Bosque-Larios
expedition of 1675 reached the Edwards Plateau (Wade 2003:82), and a few others ventured north of
the Rio Grande. René Robert Cavelier, Sieur de La Salle, under the French flag, established a settlement
at Fort St. Louis in 1689 along Garcitas Creek within present-day Victoria County and near Matagorda
Bay. Learning of this French establishment, the Spanish were spurred to action because a French
settlement would block trade opportunities within the Gulf of Mexico. La Salle’s attempt failed after
bouts of disease and conflicts with local Native American groups (Chipman and Joseph 2010; Weddle
2001).
Spanish interest in the upper reaches of the San Antonio River drainage, and in particular San Pedro
Springs, came about as the result of increased concern by the Spanish Crown of French intrusions on
Spain’s territorial claims. In response, officials in New Spain organized five land expeditions during a
span of four years and sent four of those expeditions to Texas, along with five sea voyages to probe Gulf
Coast waters (Chipman and Joseph 1992:63). By the time missionary work began, it was generally
accepted that the Spaniards would be encountering “barbarians or savages” (Spicer 1962:281).
Civilization represented the Spaniard way of life, which was perceived as a different quality from and
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implicitly superior to indigenous lifeways. This concept was closely tied to a sense of obligation to civilize
indigenous people, and was embodied in the laws and regulations set up to govern relations between
the colonists, missionaries, and Indians (Spicer 1962:281).
The Spanish administrators and missionaries brought with them to the New World conceptual blueprints
constituting simplified outlines of various aspects of Spanish culture. The administrators’ blueprints
were not copies of Spanish institutions; rather, they were derived from Spanish molds and adapted to
the military and missionary requirements of New World situations (Spicer 1962:283). The Spanish
strategy utilized the interest of the Catholic Church to establish missions within the northern frontier
and relied on the padres (or friars)—instead of soldiers—to attract indigenous populations to be new,
tax-contributing citizens of the Spanish Crown. This plan capitalized on the Catholic Church’s interest in
civilizing the thousands of native groups living north of the Rio Grande. The padres were not alone as
they entered unexplored territory; they were supported by a small number of citizen-soldiers who
would establish a presidio and protect small civilian towns near the missions. The mission system sought
to prepare Indians to participate in Spanish culture by forming them into largely self-sufficient
communities under the direction of the missionaries. The Jesuits in particular tried to remake Indian
communities into tightly knit, church-centered social units that maintained Indian leadership (closely
supervised by one or more Jesuits) (Spicer 1962:287).
Alonso de León was sent on several expeditions along the Texas coast to assess the French presence and
to report on what he found in East Texas. His route from Monclova to East Texas was the first Spanish
trail across Texas and it benefitted from existing Indian routes, as did every Spanish expedition between
1691 and 1768 that followed all or part of De León’s route (Foster 1995). The Spanish began systematic
and repeated incursions across the Rio Grande as early as the late 1680s. They sought to establish
relationships with native groups in east-central Texas in order to establish a buffer against the French.
Explorers departed from Mission San Juan Bautista (in the area of present-day Guerrero, Coahuila,
Mexico and south of Eagle Pass, Texas), and followed a northerly route across the Nueces, Leona, and
Frio rivers before entering the San Antonio River drainage.
San Antonio was the site of many occupations by prehistoric peoples, but Europeans did not explore the
area until the seventeenth century. Alonso de León’s 1689 and 1690 expeditions and Domingo Terán de
los Ríos’ 1691 expedition were likely some of the first interactions between Europeans and Native
groups (de la Teja 1995:6). These explorations helped the Spanish choose locations to establish five
missions in and around what would later become San Antonio. The area was explored in 1691 by the
Governor of the Spanish Province of Texas, Domingo Terán de los Ríos, and Father Damián Massenet.
The pair traveled to San Pedro Springs where they encountered a hunter-gather tribe named Payaya. In
their village named Yanaguana, the Payaya lived in simple huts made of brushwood and grass. The river
and village were renamed after San Antonio de Padua by Terán and Massenet (Johnston 1947).
Further Spanish exploration was conducted in 1709 by Father Isidro de Espinosa, Father Antonio de San
Buenaventura y Olivares, Captain Pedro de Aguirre, and 14 soldiers from the Presidio of Río Grande del
Norte (Tous 1930a). Father Olivares was the first to express interest in setting up a mission in the San
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Antonio area (Fehrenbach 2016; Johnston 1947). They arrived at San Pedro Springs on April 13, 1709,
encountering about 500 people in three tribes: Siupan, Chaulaames and Sijames (Tous 1930a:5).
In 1716, by the order of the Duke of Linares, Viceroy of New Spain, a new expedition was organized to
the Province of Texas. Captain Domingo Ramón led the expedition composed of 56 other individuals,
including Father Isidro de Espinosa, 25 soldiers, and 30 civilians, including eight women (Tous 1930b).
The expedition reached the vicinity of San Pedro Creek on May 14, 1716. Father Espinosa, the
expedition’s diarist, states that after leaving Leon Creek, the party “entered the plain at the San Antonio
River. At the end of the plain there is a small forest of sparse mesquites, and some oaks. To it succeeds
the water of San Pedro; sufficient for a mission. Along the bank of the latter, which has a thicket of all
kinds of wood, and by an open path we arrived at the River San Antonio” (Tous 1930b:9). Father
Espinosa also described the abundant flora and fauna that the river supported.
The reports of favorable conditions along the upper reaches of the San Antonio River prompted
Governor Martín de Alarcón to lobby for the establishment of settlement in the area to serve as a waystation for expeditions pushing eastward. The Spanish Crown agreed in late 1717, and Alarcón sought 30
families to establish a new settlement near San Pedro Springs. These families were to receive land,
livestock, supplies, and a salary (de la Teja 1995). Not many families were interested in making the trek;
only 72 people, including three padres, six soldiers and their families, an engineer, a stone mason, a
blacksmith, muleteers, and servants volunteered to establish the new town (Hoffman 1938:312).
Governor Alarcón and the rest of the expedition party left San Juan Bautista Mission and crossed the Rio
Grande on February 16, 1718. Father Pedro de Mezquía, a missionary from Coahuila who served as
diarist, wrote that the settlers brought sheep, cattle, goats, horses, and chickens (Hoffman 1938).
The expedition arrived at a site near the San Antonio River on April 25, 1718 (Hoffman 1935; Weddle
1968). Father Mezquía wrote that the party “arrived at about noon at the first spring of San Antonio,
which is about six leagues [15.8 miles] distant” from the Medina River (Hoffman 1938:317). During his
1709 expedition, Father Francisco de Céliz identified the first spring as San Pedro Springs, situated 0.75
league (1.97 miles) from the principal river (see Hoffman 1938:48). During the first week at the site,
Governor Alarcón went on several excursions to assess the land in the area (Hoffman 1938). His group
found that there were good water sources at the spring and at the headwaters of the San Antonio River.
Governor Alarcón established the first mission, San Antonio de Valero, in 1718, on the west bank of the
San Pedro Creek, followed by the Presidio San Antonio de Béxar and the Villa de Béxar (de la Teja 1995).
De Alarcón, who had been appointed Governor of Texas in 1716, traveled with 72 people in seven
families to settle the area (Schuetz 1966:3). They met Father Olivares and Jarami Indian interpreters
from Mission San Francisco Solano, and Father Espinosa from east Texas at San Pedro Springs on May 1,
1718. Mission San Antonio de Valero was founded the same day, while the Presidio San Antonio de
Béxar and the Villa de Béxar (named for the Duke de Béxar, the viceroy’s brother) were established four
days later (Schuetz 1966:3). Father Olivares started construction on a jacal, or brush structure that could
immediately serve as chapel, dormitory, and store room (Hoffman 1938:318). Father Mezquía noted
that the location of the new mission was “near the first spring, half a league [1.3 miles] from a high
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ground adjoining a small thicket of live oaks” (Hoffman 1938:318). Father Céliz, serving as the official
diarist of the expedition, wrote that the site of the first mission was 0.75 league (1.97 miles) down San
Pedro Creek (Hoffman 1935:49). By the winter of 1718, Native American groups including the Xarames,
Payayas, and Pamayas had assembled at the mission (Habig 1968; Cox 2005).
In either late 1718 or early 1719, the mission was moved to the east bank of the San Antonio River, and
the initial Indian tribes associated with it were the Pampoas, Payayas, and Sanas (Schuetz 1966). By
1722 the Marqués de San Miguel de Aguayo had moved the presidio and villa downstream to a second
location along San Pedro Creek where the Spanish Governor’s Palace/Plaza de Armas is located today.
After a 1724 hurricane destroyed their jacales, the mission completed its move to its current location
with 70 families in three Indian tribes (Schuetz 1966:4).
Other missions, including Mission San José y San Miguel de Aguayo, Nuestra Señora de la Purísma
Concepción, San Juan Capistrano, and San Francisco de la Espada were established in the area from
1720 to 1731 (Clark et al. 1975). Most of the Native American people recruited to live at these missions
comprised many different groups (Campbell 1977), but it is difficult to know all the groups that were
present due to the variations in spelling and phonetic complexity. At least 79 indigenous groups have
been identified from the complete baptismal, marriage, and death registers of Mission San Antonio de
Valero (Schuetz 1980). The most populous groups were the Xarame with 165 members in 1718, Payaya
(alternatively spelled Paiaya, Pallaia, Payaia, or Pallaya) with 212 in 1719, Hierbipiamo (alternatively
spelled Hierbipian, Hyerbipian, or Yerbipian) with 130 in 1720, Apache with 129 in 1721, Sana
(alternatively spelled Zana or Chana) with 132 in 1741, and Coco with 138 in 1755 (Schuetz 1980:52-54).
As with most group names for indigenous people in Texas, they reflect what the Spanish called them,
and not necessarily what they may have called themselves (Salinas 1990). The friars used this Native
labor force to construct the missions and acequias, or irrigation ditches, which helped them to develop
self-sustaining communities bordered by farmland (Long 2016). The acequia system played an integral
part in contact between the Spanish, who brought the engineering concepts for the system, and the
indigenous groups forced to provide the construction labor.
The Acequia del Valero (also known as the Acequia del Alamo) was the first canal excavated at the San
Antonio Springs between 1719 and 1744 (Long 2016). It diverted water from the east side of the
headwaters of the San Antonio River, just below San Antonio Springs, in present-day Brackenridge Park
(Cox 2005). Water was diverted from the river by a diversion dam that extended into the stream from its
western bank. The acequia served to raise and direct the flow of water toward the eastern bank to a
canal intake (Cox 2005). In present-day San Antonio, this point can be found in Brackenridge Park, south
of the intersection of Broadway and Hildebrand, near the Witte Museum. The Spanish missions
consumed spring water exclusively until 1761 when a well was dug at the Mission San Antonio de Valero
in anticipation that hostile Indians would block access to the river (Cox 2005).
The Acequia de Valero (Alamo) was a principal element of an irrigation and water supply system using
spring water that the Spanish devised as they established missions in Bexar County. Friars supervised the
labor of Indians, settlers, and soldiers to construct acequias, or canals, and diversion dams (Cox 2005).
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Overall, they built 7 gravity-flow ditches, 5 dams and an aqueduct that comprised a 15-mile network
capable of irrigating about 3,500 acres (Tarin 2016). The system eventually distributed water not only
for agriculture, but also personal consumption and other household uses (Porter 2009). Thus, the
system represents the first municipal water system in what would become the United States. The
Acequia del Alamo continued to supply water until the early 1900s, and is a contributing element of
both the San Antonio Missions National Historic Park NRHP District (Ivey and Bush Thurber 1983), and
the Brackenridge Park NRHP District (Pfeiffer and Tomka 2011).
In 1731, Spain sent 16 families from the Canary Islands to the villa de Béxar to establish a secular village.
Additional groups were to follow after the first group was established; however, high costs proved
prohibitive and no other Canary Islanders were brought to Texas (de la Teja 1995). With the arrival of
these families, surveyors set out the city’s main plaza, or Plaza de las Islas, next to the church,
designated a spot for the Casas Reales, and began to establish residential lots (Spell 1962).
The initial church was made of adobe, but one built of stone and mortar had been planned for Mission
San Antonio de Valero since 1727. The requisite materials and personnel were not assembled until 1744,
when the cornerstone was laid on May 8, 1744 (Bolton 1907; Fox et al. 1976). Father Francisco Xávier
Ortíz made the first inspection of Mission San Antonio de Valero in 1745 (Schuetz 1966). In its first 27
years, the mission had witnessed 981 baptisms and 685 Christian burials (Schuetz 1966:9). At this point,
311 mission Indians lived in a pueblo consisting of two rows of small adobe and thatch-roof huts along
the western wall that were built on either side of an Acequia and within the courtyard formed by the
mission’s outer walls. The completed stone and mortar monastery (convent) was small, but contained
an upper story with three living quarters for the missionaries (Fox et al. 1976). Adjacent to the
monastery was a large gallery with three looms for weaving and equipped with six pair of cards, eight
combs, six shuttles, and 20 spinning wheels. Beyond the weaving room was a granary and several offices
(Schuetz 1966:11). In 1745, the mission had 23 oxen yokes, 20 hoes, 20 adzes, 12 carts, 4 shovels, 30
axes, and 11 handbars. It was home to blacksmith and carpentry shops. Livestock included 2,002 cattle,
1,317 sheep, 304 goats, and 40 horses (Schuetz 1966).
By 1762 the Indians’ residential area had increased to seven rows of stone houses, forming a plaza
through which passed an acequia that had been lined with willow and fruit trees (Fox et al. 1976). A
total of 275 people in 76 families and representing seven different Indian groups lived at the mission.
The houses had doors and windows, elevated beds, and chests, and were furnished with allotted
metates, jars, comales, and kettles (Schuetz 1966:24). As previously mentioned, a well had been
excavated and curbed with stone to ensure the water supply in the event of attack by hostile Indians.
Both floors of the monastery now had arcaded cloisters, and a defensive tower had been built at the
south gate (Fox et al. 1976).
In 1772 the college of Nuestra Señora de Guadalupe de Zacatecas assumed control of the Queretaran
missions in Texas, including Mission San José y San Miguel de Aguayo (Casteñeda 1976). An inventory of
Mission San Antonio de Valero was made in connection with this transfer, in which the Indian quarters
are described as five rows of houses with each row consisting of three houses. The houses measure 8
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varas (22 ft) long; each has a door facing east and a window to the west. There were corridors or
porches made of stone arches for lighting and convenience (Fox et al. 1976).
In 1773, San Antonio de Béxar Presidio was named the capital of Spanish Texas, and the settlement
including mission Indians had a population of about 2,000 by 1778 (Fehrenbach 2016). During this
period of early settlement, water was an essential component for successful settlement and survival.
The acequia system, begun with the arrival of the missionaries, continued to expand to serve irrigation
and drinking water needs. The acequia system influenced the street layout in the growing city (Cox
2005:20).
As early as 1778, Juan Agustín Morfi reported that the population of Mission San Antonio de Valero had
been diminished to the point that there were not enough people to cultivate the crops or work the
looms (Schuetz 1966). The last years of the mission were marked by a fluctuating and declining
population. Census figures for Mission San Antonio de Valero record a population of 144 in 1783, 126 in
1786, 45 in 1788, 121 in 1789, and 48 in 1789 (Schuetz 1966:30). By the 1790s, missions were unable to
maintain a stable population of neophytes. A 1792 report on local mission populations asserted that
only a small number of hunter-gather populations were not Hispanicized (or assimilated) and the
population remaining in the missions had been successfully Christianized (Leutenegger 1973). In 1792,
Fray José Francisco López, president of the Texas missions, recommended that Mission San Antonio de
Valero be secularized and the administration for the remaining four missions be conducted by
government appointees. Native Americans living at the missions would become Spanish citizens–and
taxpayers–instead of wards of the state. Viceroy Revilla Gigedo agreed and in 1793 ordered the
complete secularization of Mission San Antonio de Valero. The other four San Antonio missions were
partially secularized the following year (Leutenegger 1973:494; Chipman and Joseph 2010). The four
continued to exist as missions until their final and complete secularization in 1824 (Leutenegger 1973).
In spite of secularization, Mission San Antonio de Valero was never abandoned; some Lipan Apache
neophytes refused to move out, and friars remained until 1802 when the Segunda Compañía Volante de
San Carlos de Parras del Alamo was stationed there (Schuetz 1966:34, 38-39).
Mission lands were divided in 1793 and allotments distributed among 39 resident Indians, including
men, women, and children (Schuetz 1966). Additionally, each family, widower, and bachelor received a
pair of oxen, plow, harrow, hoe, cow with calf, and enough land to plant two bushels of seed, plus
enough corn, beans, and salt to provision them until the next harvest (Casteñeda 1976). The structures
comprising Mission San Antonio de Valero were measured and their conditions detailed in 1793. The
walls of the quadrangle reportedly formed an irregularly shaped rectangle with the east wall measuring
175 varas (486 ft) long and the south wall being 58 varas (161 ft) long. Both of these walls were 3 varas
(8.3 ft) high, 1.75 varas (4.9 ft) thick, and made of stone, adobe, and mud. The main gate of the south
wall was 5 varas (13.9 ft) wide and 4 varas (11 ft) high. Half of the north wall was in ruins and only 12 of
the remaining Indian quarters along the west wall were habitable (Casteñeda 1976).
The stone convent measured 22.5 by 22.75 varas (62.5 by 63.2 ft), and its 2-story, north and south wings
were both divided into five rooms that each measured 4 by 5 varas (11.1 by 13.9 ft). The north and
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south wings were separated by a hallway. A 2-story west wing had a similar corridor, and its first floor
had an office, four rooms, and a small room at the base of the stairs. Three rooms were upstairs and a
well was in the courtyard along with a rampart for a 1-pound cannon near the entrance of the convent.
Adjacent to the convent was a barn with an adobe floor measuring 30 varas (83.3 ft) long, 5 varas (13.9
ft) wide, and 7 varas (19.4 ft) high (Casteñeda 1976). The church was still incomplete.
As mentioned, the Segunda Compañía Volante de San Carlos de Parras del Alamo was assigned to
Presidio de Béxar and stationed at the former mission site on December 29, 1802 (Fox et al. 1976:6). The
nickname “del Alamo” was soon applied to the garrison and small structure being used by the soldiers.
During their tenure at Mission San Antonio de Valero, the Low Barrack was constructed (Figure 3), along
with the first hospital (1805) and pharmacy (1807) in what would become Texas. Additionally, many of
the buildings were renovated and the outer walls were reinforced with 834 varas (2,317 ft) of
battlement that was constructed of an early form of concrete and plastered with mortar (Nixon
1936:27-28; Fox et al. 1976:7). In reaction to 54,000 U.S. troops being ordered to Louisiana in 1809, a
defensive plan was crafted for the province, outlining fortifications for San Antonio (Casteñeda 1976).
The threat would initially come from within as the Mexican Independence movement began with Father
Miguel Hidalgo y Costilla in 1810 and manifested in San Antonio as the Casas Revolt. Juan Bautista de las
Casas briefly led a rebellious militia in January 1811, establishing his headquarters at the Alamo (Fox et
al. 1976:8). Eventually, an invasion from Louisiana came in the form of an expedition led by José
Bernardo Maximiliano Gutiérrez and William Agustus Magee that arrived in San Antonio in 1818,
proclaiming a Republic of Texas and occupying the Alamo as their headquarters (Schuetz 1966:35; Fox et
al. 1976:8). Royalist forces under Commandant-General Joaquin de Arredondo engaged the rebels at the
Battle of Medina (1813), easily defeating them and exacting revenge on the community with public
executions and confiscations of property (Thonhoff 2016). The terror campaign resulted in the near
abandonment of San Antonio, but the population returned after Mexico became independent of Spain
in 1821 (Tinkle 1985).
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Figure 3. Plan of the Alamo in 1849. (Adapted from Fox et al. 1976: Figure 5, which was based on a City
Engineers Survey Book 1:114 from the COSA Archives).
During the 1820s and early 1830s, American settlers began moving to San Antonio in increasing
numbers, though the population remained predominately Mexican. In 1824, Texas and Coahuila were
united into a single state with its capital at Saltillo. General Antonio López de Santa Anna Pérez de
Lebrón became president of Mexico in 1833 and shortly thereafter he dispatched an army led by
General Martín Perfecto de Cós to San Antonio, where he fortified the Alamo along with Main and
Military Plazas in preparation for what became known as the Siege of Béxar in 1835 (Barr 1990). Cós also
diverted the western branch of the Acequia del Alamo to the exterior of the former mission’s western
wall at this time, and constructed a log palisade across the open areas between the southwest corner of
the church and the low barrack (Chabot 1935:20, 31-32; Cox 1994:6; Fox et al. 1976:11-12). An 8-ft-deep
trench was excavated and filled with two rows of cedar posts that were set 6 ft apart; dirt was used to
fill the spaces in the trench between the posts, creating a palisaded fortified wall to accommodate
artillery pieces (Chabot 1935:20).
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Cós and his army surrendered in December 1835 and were permitted to return to Mexico. At that time,
a ramp and gun emplacement for an 18-pound cannon along the southwest corner, and trenches with
gun emplacements along the south wall were constructed (Fox 1992:4). The trenches were lunettes, or
defensive fortifications, that were built outside of the Alamo’s perimeter wall in a half-moon shape. A
lunette has been encountered archaeologically outside of the Alamo’s south gate (Fox et al. 1976:46;
Fox 1992). Santa Anna arrived in San Antonio on February 23, 1836, forcing the Texians to seek shelter
in the Alamo and make use of Cós’ and their own fortifications. The siege lasted 13 days before Santa
Anna defeated the Alamo defenders in a short battle. The majority of the Mexican Army proceeded to
San Jacinto, but Colonel José Juan Andrade and 1,000 soldiers remained at the Alamo to destroy the
defenses and standing walls while filling trenches with rubble (Cox 1994:7).
At this point, the Alamo was deserted, and in 1841, the site was returned to the Catholic Church (Fox
1992:4; Cox 1994:7; Tomka et al. 2008:7). An 1846 survey by U.S. Army Engineer Edward Everett
indicates that the perimeter walls were no longer extant and besides the church and convent, only two
other structures occupied the southwest quadrant of the former mission (Cox 1994). In 1849, the Alamo
was chosen as quartermaster depot for the Eight Military District headquarters. The plaza was used as a
staging area to load and unload army wagons with military supplies. Renovations were made to the low
barrack and the church was cleaned out and used for storage by the U.S. Army (Cox 1994:7; Tomka et al.
2008:7). In 1853, the complex was further renovated to create workshop space, stables, offices, and
storage.
After Texas independence, families returned to San Antonio and started to rebuild. Samuel A. Maverick
purchased land around the Alamo and began to develop the present-day Alamo Plaza area. William
Menger built a house and brewery facing the plaza in 1855, and followed with the Menger Hotel in 1859
(Fox 1992:9; Cox 1994:14; Tomka et al. 2008:7). On March 2, 1861, Texas seceded from the Union about
a month before the Civil War began. San Antonio became a Confederate storage area as well as a
location where military units could be organized; however, the city kept its distance from most of the
actual fighting (Fehrenbach 2016). The U.S. Army returned to the Alamo in 1866.
Two boys smoking in the Alamo in the late 1860s accidentally started a fire that destroyed the remaining
wooden elements of the building (Cox 1994:18). In addition, the plaza surrounding the structure was
filled with decaying jacales, tall weeds, and putrid standing water. By the late 1870s, the low barrack
was removed and the area became a booming commercial and transportation center (Fox 1992). San
Antonio continued to grow larger, spurred on by the arrival of the railroad in 1877. Industries such as
cattle, distribution, ranching, mercantile, gas, oil, and military centers in San Antonio prospered. The city
served as the distribution point for the Mexico-United States border as well as the rest of the southwest.
U.S. Army moved to Fort Sam Houston in 1878, and about that time the Catholic Church decided to sell
all the remaining property around Alamo Plaza, except for the land on which the church itself stood
(Tomka et al. 2008:8). French businessman Honore Grenet acquired the convent building in 1877 (Bexar
County Deed Records 7:373-375) and remodeled it into a 2-story emporium (dubbed Grenet’s Castle),
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leasing the church for use as a mercantile storeroom (Fox 1992:9; Cox 1994:19). Also in 1877, the post
office was opened in the new Gallagher building at the southern end of Alamo Plaza (Cox 1994).
The Catholic Church sold the Alamo church to the State of Texas in 1883. Spurred by Adina De Zavala,
Clara Driscoll acquired the long barrack in 1903, deeding the property the next year to the State of
Texas, which in turn gave custody of it to the Daughters of the Republic of Texas (DRT). Between 1888
and 1892, the City of San Antonio paved the streets in the vicinity of Alamo Plaza with mesquite blocks,
built sidewalks in front of the Alamo, and piped water for a fountain in the middle of the plaza,
transforming the plaza into a public park with trees and flowers (Cox 1994:23). Iron benches and electric
lights followed, and in 1892 a music pavilion was constructed. The mesquite blocks surfacing Alamo
Plaza were covered with asphalt in 1910, which was covered or replaced with brick pavers in 1927 (Cox
1994:30). Restoration under the DRT began in 1915 and brought the Alamo buildings to their presentday appearances (Fox 1992). The music pavilion was replaced in 1927 by a new concrete structure with
public restrooms beneath the bandstand (Cox 1994).
Modernization increased dramatically between the 1880s and the 1890s, compared to the rest of the
United States. Civic government, utilities, electric lights and street railways, street paving and
maintenance, water supply, telephones, hospitals, and a city power plant were all built or planned
around this time (Fehrenbach 2016). A new post office and federal building of granite was completed in
1890 at the north end of the plaza along Houston Street (Cox 1994). This building would be replaced by
an even larger structure (Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Building) in 1937 by the Works Progress
Administration (WPA). At the turn of the twentieth century, San Antonio was the largest city in Texas
with a population of more than 53,000. Much of the city’s growth after the Civil War was a result of an
influx of southerners fleeing the decimated, reconstruction-era south. An additional population increase
came after 1910, when large numbers of Mexicans began moving into Texas to escape the Mexican
Revolution (Fehrenbach 2016). The First United States Volunteer Cavalry was organized in San Antonio
during the Spanish-American War, and San Antonio was an important military center for the army and
air forces during both world wars. Its five military bases provided an important economic base and
contributed to the evolution of the city’s medical research industry.
In 1921, a disastrous flood engulfed downtown San Antonio with up to 12 ft (3.7 m) of water. The Olmos
Dam was built in response to this event to prevent further flooding. Sections of the San Antonio River
were straightened and widened in areas to control the water flow. Another recommendation was to
construct an underground channel in downtown San Antonio and to cover portions of the river with
concrete. This last idea was controversial, but a compromise was eventually agreed upon to create a
Riverwalk with shops and restaurants along the water channel, which was completed by the WPA in
1941 (Fisher 2014). In anticipation of the state’s centennial, a cenotaph was commissioned for Alamo
Plaza, using $100,000 in federal funds (Cox 1994:32). It was dedicated in 1940, and Alamo Plaza
remained virtually unchanged until 1975 when the nation’s approaching bicentennial celebration
brought federal funds to redesign the park area, remove a 1927 extension of Crockett Street, and pave
the plaza with flagstone. A copy of the 1892 music pavilion replaced the 1927 one, while the outline of
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the low barrack was reconstructed upon the original foundation for use as a flower box (Cox 1994). In
the late 1970s and early 1980s the Radio Shack building and the adjacent Alamo Theatre west of the
former mission church were acquired by the city, and after archaeological investigations were
conducted, a connection between Alamo Plaza and the Riverwalk was constructed.
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Chapter III: Research Design and Methods
Research Questions

The Master Plan team tasked the archaeological team with answering a series of questions that would
inform and support the interpretations for the Alamo Compound during the master planning process.
Initially, three main questions were posed:
1.

Can the Alamo compound boundaries be confirmed in areas where previous work has indicated physical
remnants of compound walls may exist?

2.

How does today’s landscape relate to the previous living surface(s) present within and around the Alamo
compound? Are there differences in overall elevation?

3.

How does (and did) the built environment relate to the San Antonio River and to the cultural features
present within the compound?

These questions have been refined throughout the master plan process, and there are now four main
questions the Master Plan team seeks to answer:
1.

Can the outer limits or edges of the Alamo “walled compound” be located and delineated through existing
data from past archaeological campaigns and/or supplemental and targeted archaeology to be
undertaken as part of the Master Plan?

2.

Can archaeology help delineate the landscape features of the mission compound, such as acequias, plant
material, etc.?

3.

Given the layers of late-nineteenth and twentieth century disturbances and construction, can the 1724
and 1836 elevations be determined?

4.

Can the relationship between the river and the 1724 and/or 1836 living surfaces be determined along
with the topography of the site, particularly along the southwest corner of the mission compound, where
the shortest distance to the river appears to exist?

With these questions in mind, the principal investigator reviewed reports from previous archaeological
efforts and consulted with senior archaeological team members prior to archaeological fieldwork.
Discussions included conversations with Jake Ivey, who led some of the previous efforts along the north
and west walls (including the Radio Shack work, which currently lacks a published report), Dr. Steve
Tomka at RKEI, Dr. P. Shawn Marceaux at CAR, and Dr. Mary Jo Galindo at Pape-Dawson. In addition, the
Principal Investigator consulted with the COSA archaeologist and with State Archaeologist Patricia
Mercado-Allinger and Mark Denton, the regulatory reviewer for San Antonio and Bexar County. The
focus was to pinpoint areas with a high potential for intact deposits that could build upon previous
research on the compound boundaries and the 1724 and 1836 living surfaces. Included in these
discussions was the identification of areas that were known or suspected to contain human remains
(Figure 4). The city archaeologist and Archaeological Team sought to avoid these areas for excavation in
order to avoid impacts to human burials.
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As a result of these discussions, the archaeological team initially considered three areas where
excavations could occur, but after learning a significant number of utilities existed in the potential
location along Houston Street, reduced the scope to the area adjacent to the Crockett Block buildings
(Locus A) and adjacent to the planter along the east side of Alamo Street (Locus B) (Figure 5).

Field Methods

In advance of the excavations, Raba Kistner archaeologist Kristi Nichols conducted a GPR survey of the
streets and other areas in and around Alamo Plaza (Figure 6). The results of this survey have been
written into a separate report.
Following the GPR survey, the stone pavers overlying both proposed excavation areas were documented
and removed by historic stonemason Ray Smith and staff from San Jacinto Materials. Pavers were
numbered and photographed prior to removal, which was accomplished with the assistance of a crew
from Jerdon Enterprise, LLC. Under the approximately 7 centimeter (cm)-thick layer of pavers was
approximately 8-10 cm of concrete. The concrete was sawcut and removed down to the gravel base. In
Locus A, this gravel base was between 10-15 cm thick and was removed by hand by the archaeological
team. In Locus B, the gravel layer was thicker, so that soil was reached between 55-60 cm below the
ground surface (cmbs).

Total Data Station (TDS)
Prior to commencing excavation, archaeologists used a Total Data Station (TDS) and data collector to
create an arbitrary grid that would be used to lay out 1x1 meter (m) excavation units. Control points
(which served as datums for establishing the grid and consisted of a metal survey spike and metal
washer) were set into the sidewalk in five locations. On the west side of Alamo Street, three control
points were set into the sidewalk, one just east of Unit A-1, one in front of the Crockett Block Building,
and one in front of the Woolworth Building. Two other control points were set into the sidewalk on the
east side of Alamo Street south of the planter steps. These points were used to anchor the arbitrary grid.
Pape-Dawson land surveyors also tied them into the land survey for a more accurate spatial location.
Archaeologists then mapped the datum points used by the land surveyors to ensure the two data sets
are linked together spatially.
The control points were set flush with the ground surface, and used to help set datum points for the
excavation. At Locus A (the west wall), the presence of the wall reconstructions prohibited the use of a
single datum for all excavation units; the wall reconstructions and excavation units were positioned so
that none of the excavation units could share a datum. As a result, at Locus A, three separate datum
points, one corresponding with each excavation location, were established. These datums were mapped
in with the TDS, and all were recorded at ground surface level. As a result, all measurements below
datum at Locus A are equivalent to measurement below the ground surface.
At Locus B, two datums were set in, one in the sidewalk to the east of the excavation area, and one in
the south side of the sidewalk bollards located within the excavation area. This datum was used for
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measurements in all excavation units. The datum was located at ground surface level as well, so that all
measurements below datum at Locus B are also below ground surface.
Once excavation was near completion, the TDS was used again to record the locations of the excavation
units as well as some of the features and disturbances present within the excavation areas. Coordinates
and elevation information were recorded for each corner of each excavation unit, either at a center nail
or at the corner of the unit as indicated by the intersection of the strings that marked the unit’s wall
boundaries. The data produced was downloaded and corrected for error before using it to create maps
of the excavation area.

Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
In order to understand where past excavations occurred in relationship to the current landscape,
archaeologists and GIS specialists worked to georeference previous archaeological work at 41BX6 so
that it could be compared to the spatial data collected as part of the current effort. Georeferencing
converts a digital image that has no coordinate system to a real-world coordinate system like latitude
and longitude (Rumsey and Williams 2016). The process of assigning a coordinate system to a digital
image (referred to in GIS as a raster dataset), begins with importing the image into the GIS. At least
three reference points of recognizable features need to be identified; however, more than three should
be used. These points need to be distributed across the map to minimize distortion as much as possible.
Once these points have been selected, they are used to link the digital image to real-world coordinates.
For the Alamo project the digital imagery came primarily in the form of scanned figures from reports
produced from the 1960s through the 2000s by a variety of different archaeologists and institutions.
None of these images contained a spatial reference system usable within ArcGIS. In addition, depending
on when and who created these images, the level of detail and accuracy could vary greatly. In order to
translate these maps from scanned images of previous excavations into a geographic information
system (GIS), a map coordinate system had to be assigned.
Examples of reference points used to georeference historic maps from the project area include street
intersections, buildings, walls (those around the Alamo complex), landmarks, and land plats. As often as
possible these were linked to data collected by the land survey data collected during the 2016
excavations. Once the images had been georeferenced, pertinent features were digitized (i.e. units,
features, and projected features). An attribute table containing information such as the name of the
unit, or type of feature is attached to each of these files.
Results of these efforts are presented in the figures found throughout the report.

Excavation Units
In Locus A, archaeologists laid out seven 1-x-1 m excavation units (Figure 7). Unit 1 was excavated as a
single 1-x-1 m unit, while Units 2-5 were adjacent to one another in a 2-x-2 m square area, and Units 6-7
were adjacent to each other in a 2-x-1 m area. Gravels underneath the concrete in this area were
removed by hand to reach soil. Excavation began at the interface between the gravel overburden and
the soil, which varied in depth across the area. .
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In Locus B, nine 1-x-1 m excavation units (B-1 through B-9) were laid out initially (see Figure 7). A tenth
unit (B-10) measuring - x-0.3 m was added later to investigate a potential disturbance area. Most of the
gravel layer at Locus B was removed mechanically, as the gravel layer was thicker at this location. In
addition to these units, one shovel test was excavated within a suspected utility trench. Soils from this
shovel test were not screened, but clays were divided and hand-sorted to look for artifacts. This shovel
test was approximately 0.5-x-0.5 m in diameter and was terminated at about 1.5 m below the ground
surface upon reaching a utility casing.
Archaeologists excavated all units in arbitrary 10 cm levels using hand tools. Excavated dirt was screened
through ¼-inch hardware mesh. Artifacts identified in archaeological screens and in situ were collected
and placed into bags labeled with provenience information. Archaeologists recorded features and units
on standardized excavation forms, photographed units, and created representative plan and profile
drawings. In some cases, features were designated retroactively, so feature fill was not screened
separately from the rest of the level/unit soils. When intact deposits were encountered, most were left
undisturbed; excavators chose a sample of the intact soils to excavate further in order to preserve
deposits in place. Excavators also took a few representative soil, adobe, and charcoal samples as well as
a few root samples from Locus B at the request of the Master Plan team’s historic landscape architect.

Laboratory Methods

Lab analysis proceeded concurrently with fieldwork in order to expedite the overall schedule, to
minimize mistakes by providing quality control checks of the paperwork and artifact recovery while
fieldwork was ongoing, and to allow special finds to be transported to a secure environment upon
discovery to prevent potential loss or damage. All recovered artifacts and samples were transported to
the field lab for processing. The field lab space was provided by the Texas General Land Office (GLO) in
one of their buildings, in a restricted access area. The lab space itself was alarmed, and the alarm was
set at the end of each day by the Lab Director.
Archaeologists transported all collected artifacts and paperwork generated to the field lab at the end of
each day. Particularly sensitive or fragile special finds were transported to the lab after initial discovery
to ensure they would not be damaged and that they would be kept secure. A single human deciduous
tooth was among these finds; it was immediately taken to the lab while archaeologists followed the
project’s human remains protocol (Appendix A).
The Laboratory Director and Assistant Laboratory Director checked in all artifact bags and field records.
Provenience information and rough artifact material counts were verified for the artifact bags, while
field records were copied and scanned.
Once artifacts and associated paperwork had been checked in and scanned, lab workers washed the
artifacts in distilled water and laid them on screens to air-dry. Artifacts were washed and dried
according to provenience. Bone, metal, and other potentially fragile materials were dry brushed to avoid
damaging them with water. Soil and adobe samples were removed from plastic field bags and laid out to
air dry before they were re-bagged according to provenience.
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Artifacts were sorted by a class system which included both function and material type (Appendix B).
Further description included color and form. Ceramics and lithics were subject to additional analysis;
Kristi Miller Nichols and Clint McKenzie performed additional ceramic analysis while Dr. Steve Tomka
analyzed the lithics. Military-related artifacts were taken to Mr. Sam Nesmith of the Texas Military
Museum for special analysis; Amy Borgens, the State Marine Archaeologist also provided analysis on
special military-related items.
Upon the conclusion of fieldwork, all recovered artifacts and samples, with the exception of one human
deciduous tooth, were transported to the CAR laboratory for additional analyses, storage, and
preparation for curation. Following analysis by a professional osteologist, the tooth was reburied on-site
with a ceremony performed by representatives from the American Indians in Texas at the Spanish
Colonial Missions (AIT-SCM). Original paperwork remains at the Pape-Dawson laboratory, but will be
transported to CAR for curation once the report draft is complete.
Artifacts and other samples retained are stored in 4 mil zip-locking archival-quality bags. Any materials
needing extra support are double-bagged, and acid-free labels are placed in all artifact bags. Labels are
produced by laser printer, and each contains provenience information and a corresponding lot number.
Artifacts are separated by class and stored in acid-free boxes that are labeled with standard tags. Field
notes, forms, photographs, and drawings are placed in labeled archival folders. Digital photographs are
printed on acid-free paper, labeled, and placed in archival-quality page protectors to prevent accidental
smearing or deterioration due to moisture. All artifacts recovered and not discarded as outlined above,
as well as project related materials and documents, are permanently stored at the UTSA-CAR’s curation
facility, along with a copy of the final report. All records generated during the project will be prepared in
accordance with the Texas Historical Commission (THC) requirements for State Held-in-Trust collections.

Artifacts
Artifacts were initially divided into categories that contained function and/or material type, then were
further subdivided into more specific categories such as form, modification, and/or decoration. The
main temporally diagnostic groups include ceramics, glass and metal, while other groups such as
organics (including bone, shell, coal, seeds, etc.), construction materials, and modern artifacts focused
on form, function, and to a lesser degree, temporal association.
Ceramics
Ceramics refer to pottery manufactured both by people living during prehistory as well as by people
living during the historic time period. The ceramics recovered at the Alamo represent pottery traditions
from four separate cultural and geographic areas: Native Americans living in Texas, Spanish Colonial
pottery produced in Mexico, European ceramics, and Chinese ceramics. Within these cultural categories,
the ceramics have been further divided into three categories representing ware types: earthenwares,
stonewares, and porcelain (Figure 8). Characteristics of each ceramic type include porosity, firing
temperature, and thickness/use.
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Earthenwares are porous ceramics fired at lower temperatures. They are subdivided into coarse or
refined categories. Coarse earthenwares typically include Native American, Mexican, or Europeanproduced ceramics that are fired at lower temperatures and are more porous. Refined earthenwares
refer to ceramics that have a harder paste and are fired at higher temperatures, and are often massproduced. Earthenwares may be undecorated or may demonstrate a variety of different decorative
patterns.
Stonewares are non-porous, highly-fired ceramics that were produced both in Europe and locally in
Texas during the historic period. Most stonewares have grey or buff colored paste with a distinctive
glaze or slip.
Porcelain is a category of highly-fired, thin, and delicate ceramics produced in China. These ceramics are
often translucent at the edges. English potters attempted to imitate the Chinese porcelain, but had
difficulty replicating the hard paste and translucency.
Ceramics sorted into ware types were then sorted into decorative categories noting surface modification
and color, both of which are typically temporally diagnostic.
Glass
Glass can be attributed to a wide variety of objects, including windows, bottles, jars, vases, and beads.
The current study differentiated between vessel glass, window glass, and glass beads. Glass color can be
temporally diagnostic, as can the method of manufacture, such as hand blown, mold blown, or machine
made glass. The current work focused on dividing glass into form, then subdividing by color and
manufacturing method.
Metal
Metal includes many different forms and functional categories and also can be divided along material
type. Material types may include ferrous metal, white metal, brass, cuprous metal, and more rarely,
silver or gold. The main focus on metal in this artifact analysis is material type followed by function.
Organic Material
Organic materials were initially sorted into faunal bone, mussel shell, human remains, coal, textile, and
macrobotanicals. Faunal bone was further analyzed using a comparative collection housed at CAR and
were categorized to the lowest taxonomic level that could be determined based on specimen
completeness. All remains that could not be identified to taxon were separated into categories based on
broad animal types and sizes. These indeterminate categories include large mammal (horse/cow/bison
size),
medium
mammal
(deer/sheep/goat/pig/dog/cat
size),
and
small
mammal
(rabbit/squirrel/rat/mouse size), mammal, bird, fish, reptile, and mollusk shell.
For each bone, a series of observations was catalogued including context, taxon, element, side, fusion,
and completeness. Bone modifications including carnivore-gnawed, rodent-gnawed, burnt, or worked
bone were also noted. In addition, butchery marks for skinning, filleting, and dismembering were
identified based on Binford (1981). From the recorded data, a number of identified specimens, (NISP)
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was derived for each taxon. NISP simply represents the number of identified bone fragments per taxon.
No minimum number of individuals (MNI) was calculated due to the low number of identifiable taxa.
Lithics
Lithic artifacts can provide temporally diagnostic traits as well as information based on functional
attributes. At 41BX6, lithic artifacts include tools that can be associated with the historic period as well
as non-tools that may have been manufactured during either the prehistoric or historic periods.
All lithic artifacts recovered from site 41BX6 were initially classified as either tools or non-tools. Tools
were divided into material type. Non-tools were categorized as debitage or fire-cracked rock (FCR). The
assemblage of lithic debitage as well as the collection of flake tools was further subdivided according to
flake reduction stage (e.g. primary, secondary, and tertiary), completeness, thermal alteration, and
patination. Lithic debitage with a platform were classified into single-faceted or multi-faceted
categories.
Tools
Gunflints were used to ignite the gunpowder in a flintlock gun. They were screwed into the hammer jaw
of a firearm, which when fired would strike a steel frizzen situated just in front of the hammer,
producing a spark. The spark would ignite a priming charge in the pan that fired the main powder charge
in the barrel. Gunflints were manufactured in various sizes and used with muskets, carbines, rifles, and
pistols. Early-eighteenth-century flints were generally longer and narrower than the flints produced in
the early nineteenth century, which were nearly square in shape (Fox et al. 2009:208). While gunflints
were mainly manufactured in England and France (Austin 2009), gunflints fashioned from prehistoric
artifacts have also been documented at an archaeological site in Texas (Fox et al. 2009).
The size of gunflints varied considerably, but based on the Bannerman Collection, the Tower of London
Armory collection, the Woodward and Archer collections, and U.S. Army Ordinance specifications, it is
possible to determine average ranges (Fox et al. 2009:208-210). For muskets an average range is
considered to be 27 to 41.43 millimeters (mm) long by 24 to 38.14 mm wide (Smith 1982:156-158;
Woodward 1982:145). Carbine flints averaged 28.57 to 31.77 mm long and 22.23 to 25.54 mm wide
(Woodward 1982:145). Rifle flints averaged 22.23 to 30.5 mm long and 20.3 to 24 mm (Smith 1982:156157; Woodward 1982:145). Two types of flintlock pistols required different sized flints. They averaged
21 to 27.7 mm long by 18 to 25.54 mm wide for the larger, military horse pistol, while the flints for a
pocket pistol averaged 13.86 to 19.09 mm long and 7.7 to 12.5 mm wide (Smith 1982:157-158;
Woodward 1982:145).
Non-tools
Analysis of the non-tool categories mainly focused on unmodified lithic debitage. However, fire-cracked
rock (FCR) was also recovered from site 41BX6. Characteristics of each non-tool category observed
during analysis are summarized below.
Lithic debitage includes all unmodified materials detached from an objective piece during core reduction
or during the production of chipped tools. Lithic debitage was classified under the following categories:
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primary flakes, secondary flakes, tertiary flakes and shatter. As above, the criteria utilized to categorize
these materials define primary flakes as initial reduction stage flakes retaining 100 percent of dorsal
cortex. Secondary flakes denoted any flake exhibiting dorsal cortex ranging between 1 and 99 percent.
Tertiary flakes were defined as non-cortical interior flakes. Lithic debitage lacking an observable striking
platform as well as other morphologically discernable flake characteristics were categorized as shatter.
Mechanically-generated flakes are produced by machines impacting a piece of chert or other lithic
material rather than produced as a result of prehistoric tool manufacture. Mechanically generated flakes
are a common result of construction activities and the use of heavy machinery.
Fire-cracked rocks (FCR) are lithics that have been thermally altered from intentional heat exposure
during the use of hot rocks for cooking and heating purposes. Characteristics associated with thermal
alteration of lithic material include color change, increased luster, and heat fracturing. FCR is identified
as a lithic specimen that exhibits all three forms of thermal alterations. Lithic specimens exhibiting a
color change and/or an increase in luster but no fracturing due to heat are typically identified as burned
rock, not FCR.
Patina is a discoloration or film covering the artifact that is caused by weathering (Ericson and Purdy
1984). Patina forms when an artifact is left exposed on a stable surface; however, the degree or
thickness of the patina varies based on material type and the environment in which the artifact is
exposed. Therefore, patination does not indicate a specific date range for a set of artifacts. In general,
patinated artifacts are assumed to have been deposited at an earlier date than non-patinated artifacts
(Ericson and Purdy 1984). The mixing of patinated and non-patinated artifacts may be a result of varying
material types, multiple occupations, or more recent disturbances (i.e., construction).
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Chapter IV: Previous Investigations
Different types of excavations in and around the Alamo Complex have occurred since at least 1908,
when workers found artifacts associated with the Alamo during the construction of the Gibbs building
(now the Hotel Indigo) at the northwest corner of Houston Street and Alamo Streets. Although there
were many excavations associated with the nineteenth and early-twentieth century construction of
buildings around what is now the Alamo Plaza, they were not necessarily documented as part of the
historical or archaeological record. Despite these early gaps in the record, there have been numerous
archaeological excavations throughout the latter part of the twentieth century that have documented
archaeological deposits and features in and around the Alamo Complex. Both Table 1 and Figure 9 show
an overall summary of this information.

Previous Investigations Analysis

Excavations associated with the construction of the Gibbs Building (now housing Hotel Indigo) (Figure 9)
located at the northwest corner of Alamo Street and Houston Street uncovered part of the Alamo
acequia associated with the Mission as well as artifacts associated with the 1836 Battle of the Alamo. A
newspaper article (San Antonio Light, August 12, 1908) associated with this 1908 construction endeavor
indicates that during construction, several cannons were uncovered from a part of the Alamo acequia,
which had been filled in with debris. These cannons are on display at the Alamo. As the Gibbs Building
has a basement that extends underneath the sidewalk along Alamo Street, it is unlikely there are
deposits present under the building. However, associated archaeological deposits may be present under
Alamo Street and in the alley that runs between the Hotel Indigo and the parking area north of the
hotel.
In 1936, the San Antonio Express newspaper (August or September, 1935) reported that workers
discovered human remains while planting trees in front of what is now the Federal Building on Houston
Street between Alamo Street and Avenue E. The find supposedly included 37 individuals. Remains were
interred in San Fernando Cemetery No.2, then exhumed and reinterred within San Fernando in 1957. In
1989, Dr. David Glassman at Southwest Texas State University exhumed the burials and analyzed the
remains, concluding they represented Native Americans of different ages. He could conclusively identify
seven different individuals. While it is likely additional archaeological deposits exist in this location,
there is also a high potential for human remains to exist (see Figure 4).
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Table 1. Previous Excavations at the Alamo (Locations found on Figure 9)
Map
Key

Work Location

1

Gibbs Building
(Hotel Indigo)

2

3

4

5

Federal
Building

Convento and
Cavalry
Courtyards

North of
ALAMO Library

Cavalry
Courtyard

Year
/Report
Year

Report Author/ Title

Report
Repository/Restric
tions

Architectural
Features
Present

None

San Antonio Light,
August 12,
1908/publicly
available

1936

Reported Depth to
Previous Living
Surface (Unknown
datum’s)

Deposits Still
Present

Human Remains
Present

Acequia

Unlikely within
building footprint

Unknown

None (Newspaper
Articles)

San Antonio
Express August or
September,
1935/publicly
available

None

Possibly

Yes

1966/
1967

Greer, J.W. /A Description
of the History, Features,
and Artifacts from an
Excavation at the Alamo

Dolph Briscoe
Center for
American
History/publicly
accessible

Adobe house
foundations;
19th century
foundations

1970/
1972

Sorrow, W.M /
Archeological Salvage
Excavations at the Alamo
(Mission San Antonio de
Valero) 1970

Dolph Briscoe
Center for
American
History/publicly
accessible

Acequia; 18th or
19th century
building
foundations

1973

Schuetz, M. K. /
Archeological
Investigations at Mission
San Antonio de Valero, the
Second Patio

Dolph Briscoe
Center for
American
History/publicly
accessible

Foundations
(unknown age);
east courtyard
wall

1908
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Ca. 61 cm in
Convento
Courtyard; ca. 46
cm in Cavalry
Courtyard

Unknown

None Observed

Unknown; but
area was heavily
disturbed

None observed

Possibly

None observed

Map
Key

Work Location

6

East of
Restored
Interpreted
Acequia;
between
museum
building and
acequia

7

Galera/ South
Wall

Year
/Report
Year

Report Author/ Title

1973/
1993

Adams, R.E.W. and T.R.
Hester / Letter to Dr. Fred
Wendorf, Chairman, Texas
Antiquities Committee,
concerning completion of
excavations and Mission
San Antonio de Valero/La
Tierra Vol.20, No.4

1975/
1976

Fox, A.A., F.A. Bass, and
T.R. Hester / The
Archaeology and History
of Alamo Plaza.

Report
Repository/Restric
tions

Architectural
Features
Present

Southern Texas
Archaeological
Association/availa
ble to the public
online

19th century
building
foundations; no
intact deposits
relating to the
Mission or
Battle periods.

Center for
Archaeological
Research (CAR);
available to the
public online

Wall footings,
Lunette trench
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Reported Depth to
Previous Living
Surface (Unknown
datum’s)

80 cm to 1850
Plaza; 1836 surface
removed; intact
Spanish Colonial
deposits not
present in
excavated areas
(likely removed by
19th century plaza
leveling to below
floors and walls);
depth to bottom of
Lunette
entrenchment 180
cm.

Deposits Still
Present

Human Remains
Present

Unknown

None observed

Unlikely; photos
show the Lunette
was excavated
away. Unknown
whether footings
remain, but
photos show
much of the 1975
study area was
excavated away.

None observed

Map
Key

Work Location

8

Convento

9

In front of
Church along
the south side
of façade and
southwest
corner of the
church

10

North wall of
Cavalry
Courtyard

Year
/Report
Year

1977

1977/
1980

1979/
1997

Report Author/ Title

Report
Repository/Restric
tions

Architectural
Features
Present

Reported Depth to
Previous Living
Surface (Unknown
datum’s)

Deposits Still
Present

Human Remains
Present

None

Spanish colonial
deposits observed
between 58 cm –
128 cm

No artifacts
collected, no
battle deposits
present.

None observed

None observed

Yes

Fox, A.A. / No report

N/A

Eaton, J.D. / Excavation at
the Alamo Shrine (Mission
San Antonio de Valero)

Dolph Briscoe
Center for
American
History/publicly
accessible

Palisade

1836 surface at 22
cm; bottom of
palisade 67 cm

Possible;
personal
communication
with Jake Ivey
notes they did
not dig through
palisade.

Center for
Archaeological
Research (CAR);
available to the
public online

North wall;
fortification
trench; Acequia;
adobe
foundations of
early structure;
puddled adobe
floor.

61 cm to 1836
surface; 116 cm to
bottom of 1836
trench

Unlikely in area
of previous
investigation.

Fox, A.A. and J. Ivey /
Archaeological and
Historical Investigations at
the Alamo North Wall,
San Antonio, Bexar
County, Texas.
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Map
Key

11

12

Work Location

West wall
Radio Shack
Site

East of Behind
Alamo Hall

Year
/Report
Year

Report Author/ Title

Report
Repository/Restric
tions

Architectural
Features
Present

1979

Ivey, J. / No report

N/A

Wall
foundations;
arcade
foundation;
adobe house
foundations;
Acequia

1980/
1999

Nickels, D. / An
Archaeological
Assessment of the
Drainage Improvement
Area on the Northeast
Side of Alamo Hall, and
Home of Former Mayor
Wilhelm Thielepape
(41BX507), San Antonio,
Texas.

Center for
Archaeological
Research (CAR);
available to the
public online

Adobe house
foundations;
stone kitchen
foundations
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Reported Depth to
Previous Living
Surface (Unknown
datum’s)

Unknown

Deposits Still
Present

Human Remains
Present

Probably not in
the area of
previous
excavation.
Photos show
these deposits
may have been
removed during
construction of
Paseo to the
river, and J. Ivey
notes the area
sloughed off
during
construction of
the Paseo.

Yes

Unknown

None observed

Map
Key

13 and
14

15

16

Work Location

South Wall

Sales Museum
(Gift Shop)

Church
Courtyard

Year
/Report
Year

Report Author/ Title

Report
Repository/Restric
tions

Architectural
Features
Present

Reported Depth to
Previous Living
Surface (Unknown
datum’s)

Deposits Still
Present

Human Remains
Present

80 cm to 1850
plaza; 1836 surface
removed; bottom of
Lunette trench 180
cm

Unlikely. Photos
show the Lunette
trench was
mostly excavated
away, most
features seem to
have been
excavated away.

None observed

None observed.

None observed

1988,
1989/
1992

Fox, A.A. / Archaeological
Investigations in Alamo
Plaza, San Antonio, Bexar
County, Texas, 1988 and
1989.

Index of Texas
Archaeology/availa
ble to the public
online

Lunette, Galera,
Fortification
Trench

1991,
1992/
2008

Briggs, A. / Tomka, S.A.,
A.A. Fox, A.L. Figueroa,
and J.L. Thompson /
Report on the
Archaeological
Investigations Conducted
Between 1992 and 1993
at the Alamo Sales
Museum (41BX6), Bexar
County, Texas.

Center for
Archaeological
Research (CAR);
available to the
public online

Possible
Acequia;
possible
structure
foundations.

Unknown

Unlikely; much of
this was under
existing building
and a lot was in
disturbed
context.

1995

Guderjan, T.H. /
Excavations at the Alamo
(41BX6) 1995 “Alamo
Well” Project.

On file at Texas
Historical
Commission
(THC)/redacted
version available
to the public

None

Unknown

Unknown
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Map
Key

17

Work Location

Church

Report Author/ Title

Report
Repository/Restric
tions

Architectural
Features
Present

Reported Depth to
Previous Living
Surface (Unknown
datum’s)

Deposits Still
Present

Human Remains
Present

1995/
1996

Meissner, B.A. / The
Alamo Conservation and
Restoration Project:
Excavations at the South
Transept.

Center for
Archaeological
Research (CAR);
available to the
public online

None
discovered
archaeologically

Unknown (did not
dig below 1836
depth)

Unknown

Yes.

Center for
Archaeological
Research (CAR);
available to the
public online

None
discovered
archaeologically

60 to 80 cm below
datum to Spanish
Colonial deposits
(Datum heights are
variable)

Yes

None observed

Year
/Report
Year

18

Convento

2006/
2017

Zapata, J.E. and C.M.
McKenzie/The 2006 UTSA
Field School at Mission
San Antonio de Valero
(41BX6), the Alamo, San
Antonio, Bexar County, TX

19

North
Maverick
Building

1983

Fox, A.A./ unpublished
report

Draft report
unpublished/ J.
Ivey holds a copy.

Adobe wall;
stone wall; post
holes

Unknown

High; they did not
dig through the
features

None observed

Not on
Map

Sales Museum
(Gift Shop)

1997

Fox, A.A./ no report

N/A

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

2014

Nichols, K.M. / Alamo
Arbor Construction and
Electrical Conduit
Installation Monitoring,
San Antonio, Bexar
County, Texas.

Unknown

Unknown;
excavations did
not extend below
fill brought in for
landscaping

None observed

See
Map
Legend

Northeast
corner of
compound

None
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Map
Key

See
Map
Legend

Work Location

Courtyard

Year
/Report
Year

2015/
2016

Report Author/ Title

Report
Repository/Restric
tions

Architectural
Features
Present

Reported Depth to
Previous Living
Surface (Unknown
datum’s)

Deposits Still
Present

Human Remains
Present

Osburn, T./ Ground
Penetrating Radar Survey
at the Alamo, Bexar
County, Texas.

On file at Texas
Historical
Commission
(THC)/available to
the public upon
request

Unknown
(anomalies
would need
ground truthing)

Unknown

Unknown

N/A
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This page has been redacted as
it contains restricted
information

As noted above, the first formal archaeological investigation at the Alamo compound occurred in 1966,
after archaeologist John Greer learned archaeological deposits had been observed during utility
installation (Greer 1967). His work targeted seven areas within the Convento and Cavalry Courtyards
and located both 18th and 19th century architectural features including an adobe structure. Based on the
report, the potential for additional archaeological information to exist in this area is high, as excavators
did not reach the base of deposits in the southwest area of the courtyard, and they left an adobe floor
intact without excavating through it (Greer 1967:102).
In 1970, William Sorrow focused archaeological investigations in the area north of the DRT Library prior
to construction of an addition to the building (Sorrow 1972). Excavations revealed evidence of
disturbance, but also some intact features such as a brick building foundation that may have been part
of the Central Tire Store that was located in this vicinity in the early 20th century and part of the Alamo
Acequia. As much of the excavation area was located within the footprint of the DRT Library expansion,
it is unlikely deposits remain in this area. However, archaeological information may be present in areas
adjacent to the building.
In 1973, Schuetz excavated a large area within the courtyard in advance of landscaping of the north
patio (Schuetz 1973). Excavations revealed the eastern wall of the north courtyard as well as
foundations to four rooms along the east wall that dated to the Mission-Era (1724-1792). Another
feature uncovered was a hard-packed caliche floor, thought to have been associated with the Civil War
occupation of the property, perhaps installed by the U.S. Quartermaster’s Department. Spanish Colonial
artifacts were also present. The report indicates multiple components may be present in this area, and
while it is unknown whether deposits still exist, other archaeological resources may be located nearby.
Also in 1973, the University of Texas-San Antonio excavated a small area east of the reconstructed
Alamo Acequia outside the compound (Adams and Hester 1993). Excavations revealed foundations for a
nineteenth-century building post-dating the battle. Little information is available about this work, and
the potential for future research is unknown.
In 1975, prior to landscaping within the plaza, archaeologists investigated near the southern part of the
complex to look for the remains of the low barracks (Fox et al. 1976). The excavations revealed wall
footings east of the south gate (Figure 10), and part of the lunette trench (Figure 11). While deposits
within the previous investigations areas at the south wall have likely been excavated away, it is possible
that there are sections of the south wall (or footings for the south wall) and the lunette that may still be
intact.
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Figure 10. Wall footing from 1975 excavation (Photo courtesy of CAR)

Figure 11. Lunette Trench Profile – note dark trench fill in contrast to lighter soils on the right of the
photograph (Photo courtesy of CAR)
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In response to scheduled flagstone paver replacement in front of the Convento in 1977, UTSA conducted
backhoe trenching in that area. Excavations targeted a potential acequia section that had been observed
during the 1966 excavations. The trench measured 3.5 meters in length and was 1.6 meters deep. A
perpendicular trench designed to investigate the Convento foundation revealed a thin caliche lens 55
centimeters below the ground surface, and Spanish Colonial artifacts were observed from 58-128
centimeters. No battle related artifacts or features were observed. The presence of what appear to be
intact Spanish Colonial deposits suggest there may be potential for additional archaeological
information to be found near this location.
Flagstone replacement was scheduled near the southwest corner of the Alamo church in 1977 around
the same time as the flagstone replacement at the Convento (Eaton 1980). Excavations were conducted
near the southwest foundation of the chapel, and yielded evidence of the palisade fortification dating to
the Battle period as well as a large number of Battle-related artifacts. According to personal
communication with Jake Ivey, the postholes associated with the palisade were not excavated and
should remain intact. However, the report indicates at least one posthole was probably excavated, as
was the palisade trench. As such, it is unclear what type of archaeological deposits may still exist in this
area.
Prior to the replacement of the north wall in the courtyard in 1979, archaeologists from the University of
Texas-San Antonio excavated the wall area (Ivey et al. 1997). Results of these investigations included the
discovery of previous wall constructions and an 1835 fortification trench inside the compound. The
trench contained Battle-period artifacts and a human cranium. An acequia east of these deposits was
also present. While it is unlikely that additional archaeological deposits exist in the area where
excavations have occurred, it is possible additional deposits could exist nearby. However, human
remains were recovered from this area as well.
Also in 1979, archaeologists at the Center for Archaeological Research at the University of Texas-San
Antonio (CAR) excavated areas in and around the Radio Shack building (Site 41BX438) located across
Alamo Street from the chapel. Excavations revealed remnants of adobe buildings (Figure 12), the
western wall of the compound, part of the Alamo acequia, a stone-lined well, a privy, and a bone bed
(Ivey 1980b, 2005). The bricks that comprised the adobe wall measured approximately 24-x-52.7-x-9.5
cm (Ivey 2005:5). No report has been published to date. However, some of the manuscripts on file
indicate that recovered artifacts dated from the early-eighteenth through late-nineteenth centuries and
included Spanish colonial and European ceramics, stove fragments, corn cobs, beer bottle corks, a
human molar, hat pins, straight pins, thread spools, beads, and olive oil cans. In addition, several
military-related items were recovered including musket balls and cannon ball fragments (Ivey 2005,
Wills 1979). Historic photographs indicate at least some of these deposits may no longer be present
(Figure 13), and personal communication with Jake Ivey, who led the excavations, indicates that
deposits may have eroded away during construction of the paseo to the San Antonio River. However,
there is a high potential for deposits adjacent the site to exist.
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Figure 12. Overview of excavation at the Radio Shack site (Photo courtesy of CAR), camera facing
north.

After the Radio Shack building had been demolished, CAR returned to excavate another 20 units (Ivey
1980a:5). Led by Anne Fox (with Jake Ivey as field supervisor), archaeologists uncovered an arcaded
portico and two rectangular arch bases. Another series of adobe brick was also found in between the
arch bases. The floors of the inner portico area consisted of packed caliche, and there was a large
amount of charcoal, bone and ash excavated in the portico area (Ivey 1980b:3). The units were
backfilled at the close of excavations to protect the adobe. It was at the close of this investigation that
the reconstructed walls approximating the location of the original stone and adobe walls were put in
place based on the results of the CAR investigations. In addition, an exposed section of one of the adobe
walls was encased in concrete and plexiglass for viewing (COSA proposal 1983:3).
CAR excavated four units prior to drainage system installation behind Alamo Hall in 1980 (Nickels 1999).
The excavations revealed remains of an 1854 adobe house once owned by former San Antonio Mayor
Wilhelm Carl August Thielepape (Site 41BX507). The excavations also revealed a detached stone kitchen.
These deposits were likely impacted by the utility installation, but it is possible other archaeological
deposits could exist nearby.
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Figure 13. View of former Radio Shack building site (post-archaeological excavation) (Photo courtesy
of CAR), camera facing east.
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CAR undertook another excavation in 1983 at the location of the former Remember the Alamo Theater
in the north half of the Maverick Building, which would have been adjacent to the Crockett Block and
north of the Radio Shack site. Anne Fox targeted several areas to find continuations of the adobe walls
and features CAR found during the Radio Shack excavations. As the purpose was to expose foundations
in place and then preserve them, excavators did not screen or recover artifacts from this area. Several
intact adobe foundations and a rubble wall remnant were discovered, however only an unpublished
report has been produced to date. Artifacts observed included a musket ball, nineteenth century
ceramics, unglazed earthenwares, and small metal buckles. As the excavators targeted only areas where
foundations were likely to be present and then backfilled their units with clean sand and backdirt prior
to ground resurfacing with flagstone pavers, there is a high potential for archaeological deposits to exist
in this area.
In 1988, the University of Texas-San Antonio conducted a field school to investigate the lunette feature
first discovered in 1975 during excavations at the south wall (Fox 1992) (Figure 14). The investigations
identified a perpendicular trench east of the lunette. It is likely this trench was excavated during the
investigation and that archaeological deposits may no longer remain within the investigation area.

Figure 14. Excavations from the 1988-1989 Field School (Photo courtesy of CAR), camera facing east.

Following the field school excavations at the lunette, UTSA monitored excavation of a utility trench in
the eastern lane of Alamo Street in 1988 (Fox 1992). The trench bisected the lunette on the west side of
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the feature, which was intact. A section of the low barracks was present in the trench profile, in line with
part of the structure wall uncovered in the original 1975 excavations. Presumably, the utility trench
destroyed some of the feature, but it is possible sections of the feature could be intact in this area.
In 1989, The University of Texas-San Antonio’s field school targeted an area at the edge of the street to
search for the area where the palisade wall would have tied into the corner of the low barracks (Fox
1992) (Figure 15). Excavations encountered a continuation of the second trench from the south gate to
the west. No palisade wall remnants were located. Excavations may have removed much of this trench,
although there could be sections of it that remain intact.

Figure 15. Excavations from 1988-1989 Field School (Photo courtesy of CAR), camera facing north.

Fieldwork was originally conducted between 1991 and 1993 in advance of the expansion of the Sales
Museum (Gift Shop), including construction of a basement, but the report was not written until 2008 by
different archaeologists who worked from the original paperwork and notes (Tomka et al. 2008). The
work included pre-asbestos abatement testing, monitoring of asbestos abatement, monitoring of tunnel
and basement excavations, and backhoe trenching. The investigators collected a sample of the artifacts
present. According to the notes and subsequent report, the deposits north and east of the building were
disturbed. However, the report notes that some deposits were intact. As much of this work took place
beneath the existing gift shop, it is unlikely there are additional archaeological deposits present within
the excavation areas.
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In 1995, an amateur researcher, Frank Buschbacher, hired St. Mary’s University to archaeologically
locate a stash of silver bullion in a well at the site (Guderjan 1995). Acting on information received from
a psychic, Buschbacher used a divining rod, GPR, and electromagnetic sensors to locate anomalies that
could indicate the presence of a well feature. The archaeologists excavated a 15 foot square to 30 inches
below the ground surface and a backhoe trench to 15 feet below the ground surface. The well and
bullion were not located, although some mission deposits were present. It is unknown whether
additional archaeological deposits may exist in this area.
In association with installation of metal plates into the south wall of the Alamo church in 1995, UTSA
conducted archaeological investigations inside and outside the Alamo chapel (Meissner 1996). Both
eighteenth and nineteenth-century artifacts were recovered, and human remains were located within
the church. These remains were reburied in place, and no further excavations undertaken. Although
archaeological deposits still exist in this area, future archaeological excavations should avoid disturbing
human remains in this area.
UTSA monitored installation of a row of lighting fixtures in front of the Wall of History between the
Convento’s eastern wall and the Alamo Sales Museum (Gift Shop) in 1997. Holes were 18 inches deep
and did not penetrate deposits predating 1836. A shallow trench connected these holes for the fixtures.
As the excavations in this area were shallow, it is probable that additional archaeological deposits may
exist below the depth of previous excavation.
In 2006, UTSA conducted a field school in the southwest corner of the courtyard next to the south end
of the Convento. In addition, they placed two units near the north wall area that Ivey and Fox explored
in 1980 as well as a unit in the northern Convento Courtyard. They located intact Spanish Colonial
deposits in the north wall area, and near the southeast corner of the Convento, but noted that the
upper level deposits (above 60 centimeters below datum) throughout the excavated areas are mixed fill
with many impacts due to landscaping. No data regarding the Convento wall foundation construction
was included. Further excavation in this location would be necessary to learn whether the wall was
constructed on an intact foundation.
UTSA monitored trenches and post holes associated with installation of the Arbor expansion in 2014
(Nichols 2014). The trenching did not extend below the fill used to landscape the ground surface while
the newly dug post holes reached to the top of the undisturbed clay loam. As the excavations did not
extend into undisturbed soils, it is possible archaeological deposits exist below the landscaping fill.
In late 2015, the Texas Historical Commission conducted a GPR survey of nine separate grids in and
around the Alamo compound to determine whether GPR would be useful in mapping subsurface
features on the site in advance of development or archaeological work (Osburn 2016). The results
showed that under the flagstone surfaces, there are utilities, rebar, and potential pits or other
anomalies. Results were mixed elsewhere and data is more complex. In order to confirm results,
archaeological excavation would need to occur.
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Overall, the previous archaeological investigations in and around the Alamo complex suggest that intact
deposits may exist in different areas of the compound, but that they may have been removed in areas
where previous investigation has occurred. In a few instances, such as at Greer’s 1966, CAR’s 1983, and
UTSA’s 2014 excavations, work stopped before reaching sterile soil or even before reaching
archaeological deposits under fill, suggesting archaeological deposits may still exist in these areas.
However, in other areas, such as at the south wall where excavations occurred in 1975, 1988, and 1989,
it is unclear whether architectural features discovered during those excavations were left in place or
excavated away completely. The only way to confirm whether such deposits still exist in these areas
would be through additional archaeological work.
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Chapter V: Results
The 2016 excavations were designed to supplement data where past archaeological excavation had
been successful in locating the outer edges of the compound. As noted in the methods section, the
Archaeological Team assessed previous excavations to pinpoint areas with the highest potential for
containing intact deposits associated with the compound boundaries as well as with the possible 1724
and 1836 living surfaces. Archaeologists also sought to avoid areas with known human burials and utility
disturbances, ultimately selecting two locations for excavation. Locus A, which is located along the west
wall of the compound, is immediately south of the Crockett Building and north of the Radio Shack Site
(41BX438). Locus B is located along the south wall of the compound, west of previous archaeological
excavations at the south wall and adjacent to the planter.

Locus A (West Wall)

A total of seven 1-x-1 m excavation units (Units A-1 through A-7) were laid out in this location (Figure
16) Units were placed in open areas around the existing interpretive exhibits. While each unit was laid
out in 1-x-1 m dimensions, several of these units were grouped together to provide a better horizontal
exposure. Unit A-1 was the exception, and was laid out by itself between two interpretive
reconstructions. Units A-2--A-5 were grouped together so that they formed a 2-x-2 m square. Units A-6
and A-7 were placed adjacent to one another to form a 1-x-2 m rectangle.
The total data station (TDS) and a control point (CP1) were set up on the sidewalk, 2 m east of Unit A-1.
Units A-2 through A-5 were located between 7 m and 9 m west of CP1, and Units A-6 and A-7 were
located 6 m to 8 m northwest of CP1. Due to the reconstructed walls in this area, archaeologists could
not establish a primary datum that would allow unobstructed measurement to all excavation areas. As a
result, Unit A-1 used Datum Point 3 east of the unit; Units A-2 through A-5 used Datum Point 2 west of
the units; and Units A-6 and A-7 used a datum just off of the southeast corner of the unit.
Prior to the excavation of the units, the pavers were numbered and removed by historic stonemasons
from San Jacinto Materials to be replaced after the field project. Approximately 15-18 cm of pavers and
concrete were removed, exposing a layer of caliche base. Archaeological staff then hand excavated
between 10 and 15 cm of overburden (caliche base) from the areas to be tested.
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Evidence of architectural features was observed in all units except Unit A-7, which was terminated at 35
centimeters below ground surface.

Unit A-1
Unit A-1 was the easternmost unit in Locus A, and was set up as a 1-x-1 m unit situated between
reconstructed walls to the north and south (Figure 17). Once the overburden (consisting of very pale
brown 10YR7/3 sandy silt and gravels) was removed by hand, archaeologists began excavation and
screening. Level 1 (44-54 cm below datum [cmbd]) included a mixture of grey (10YR5/1) and very pale
brown (10YR8/2) mottled, clayey deposits with common gravels. A wide variety of artifacts dating from
the late eighteenth through twentieth centuries were recovered from this level. These artifacts include
Spanish Colonial ceramics, porcelain, whiteware, brick, asbestos tile, concrete, linoleum, faunal bone,
plastic, cut and wire nails, and clear, aqua, and solarized container glass as well as window glass (Table
2).

Figure 17. View of Unit A-1 between wall reconstructions, camera facing east.
Table 2. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-1
Organic
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (44–54)
Level 2 (54–64)
Total

5
12
17

41
10
51

11
5
16

Faunal
25
21
46

NonFaunal
Organics
–
–
–
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Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

52
29
81

2
2
4

2
6
8

–
–
–

138
85
223

Level 2 of Unit A-1 was excavated from 54–64 cmbd. The uppermost portion of Level 2 exhibited
mottled soils similar to those of Level 1 underlain by greyish brown (10YR5/2) clayey deposits. At 57
cmbd, a square configuration of adobe brick was revealed in the northwest corner of the unit and
designated as Feature A-1 (Figure 18). The feature will be discussed in detail in the features section
below.

Figure 18. Plan view of adobe brick column in Unit A-1, Level 2.

Like in Level 1, artifacts recovered from Level 2 also indicate a mixed context. Recovered items include
Spanish Colonial ceramics, asbestos tile, brick, linoleum, plaster, shell, cut nails, plastic, colorless and
aqua container glass, and window glass. Overall, there was a marked drop in the overall artifact count
for Level 2. Fragmented modern construction material (e.g., tile and linoleum) was observed mixed with
the historic-age artifacts, and a possible post hole intrusion near into the adobe brick column (Feature
A-1) contained a single plastic Snickers Bar® wrapper with a 1984 Olympics advertisement. This indicates
construction-related disturbance similar to that noted throughout Level 1; however, the soils observed
in the southern half of Level 2 appeared less mixed and exhibited a marked decrease in artifact density.
To further delineate Feature A-1 (adobe brick column) Unit A-1 was expanded to the north and south.
Expansion to the north was limited due to the existing wall reconstruction located approximately 20–30
cm north of Unit A-1. As a result, the northern expansion measured roughly 0.25 m – 0.30 m north to

71

south and 1 m east to west. Level 1 (44–54 cmbd) of the northern expansion revealed greyish brown
(10YR5/2) mixed fill deposits with historic-age and modern artifacts (Table 3).
Table 3. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-1 North Extension
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (44–54)
Level 2 (54–59)
Total

1
2
3

14
7
21

5
7
12

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
4
2
3
–
7
2

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

4
–
4

1
–
1

2
–
2

–
–
–

33
19
52

Level 2 was excavated to a maximum depth of 59 cmbd near the center of the extension where
remnants of adobe “melt” (which occurs when adobe weathers and puddles as it degrades) were
observed. However, the northeast corner contained a rock which was left in place, and the northwest
corner consisted of rock and mortar that would have been difficult to remove without damaging Feature
A-1, so it was left in place at a slightly higher elevation. The adobe melt or puddling observed in the
central portion of the extension is assumed to be associated with Feature A-1, the adobe brick column.
While a McDonalds cup was present at the interface between Level 1 and Level 2, modern material (i.e.,
plastic) and construction-related debris was absent from Level 2 of the north extension.
A 0.5-x-1 m extension extended from the south wall of Unit A-1 to the base of the reconstructed wall to
the south. Level 1 was excavated from 44–54 cmbd and revealed the same disturbed construction fill
zone with mixed artifacts previously documented in Level 1 of Unit A-1 and its northern extension (Table
4).
Table 4. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-1 South Extension
Organic
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (44–54)
Level 2 (54–63)
Total

5
19
24

11
1
12

6
12
18

Faunal
16
34
50

NonFaunal
Organics
–
4
4

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

9
16
25

–
1
1

5
3
8

–
1
1

52
91
143

Level 2 was excavated to a maximum depth of 63 cmbd and revealed very dark gray (10YR3/1) clay loam
with pockets of gray (10YR5/1 and 10YR6/1) fill. Disturbance associated with the wall reconstruction was
evident along the southern wall of the extension as rebar was observed protruding from the south wall.
In addition, a metal pipe measuring roughly 3 inches in diameter extends 25 cm from the east wall
(Figure 19). No intact adobe bricks or adobe melt were observed in the southern extension of Unit A-1.
Overall artifact density nearly doubled in Level 2; however, based on the observed disturbance and
presence of modern and construction-related materials, the soils in Level 2 do not appear intact.
Further excavation in Unit A-1 was halted in order to preserve the adobe brick column (Feature A-1) in
place (Figure 20). The column was covered with landscaping cloth and a layer of sand prior to refilling
the unit with overburden and then was capped with concrete and flagstone.
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Figure 19. Southern extension of Unit A-1 (note pipe on left), camera facing south.

Figure 20. Close of Level 2, Unit A-1, camera facing north.
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Units A-2 through A-5
Units A-2 through A-5 were laid out in a 2-x-2 m block (Figure 21) and excavated so that there was a
horizontal exposure of all four units at the same level. Approximately 20 cm of caliche base overburden
was removed prior to excavation of these units.

Figure 21. Initial set-up of Units A-2—A-5; camera facing south-southwest
Unit A-2
Unit A-2 was the southeastern unit within the 2-x-2-m block. After architectural deposits were
discovered within the block, this unit was chosen for additional sampling so that it was excavated
deeper than the other three units in the block. Level 1 (30-40 cmbd) contained heavily mottled, very
dark greyish brown (10YR3/2) clay loam with mottles of yellowish brown (10YR5/6), black (10YR2/1),
and light brownish grey (10YR6/2). Artifacts recovered from this level include Spanish Colonial ceramics,
whiteware, porcelain, asbestos tile, handmade brick, linoleum, sandstone tile, faunal bone, container
glass (colorless and aqua), burned rock, cut and wire nails, coal, and charcoal (Table 5). This collection of
late-eighteenth through twentieth century artifacts indicates this level contains mixed deposits rather
than discrete stratigraphic layers. The base of Level 1 was lined with cobbles and fragments of concrete
which resulted in an undulating surface as these rocks and concrete fragments were removed.
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Table 5. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-2
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (30–40)
Level 2 (40–50)
Level 3 (50–60)
Level 4 SE ¼ (60–70)
Total

4
3
100
–
107

5
1
1
–
7

10
10
13
–
33

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
16
1
19
–
150
4
–
–
185
5

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

8
22
9
–
39

1
–
6
–
7

–
–
–
–
–

2
–
13
–
15

47
55
296
–
398

Level 2 (40-50 cmbd) revealed dark grey (10YR4/1) loam with pale brown (10YR6/3), black (10YR2/1),
and dark yellowish brown (10YR4/6) mottles. While excavators were troweling the surface of the level,
the sediment easily broke into tabular slabs revealing a fairly smooth underlying surface. Excavators
focused on leveling off this surface at elevations from 47–50 cmbd in an attempt to expose this smooth
surface (Figure 22). The base of this level showed evidence of adobe puddling near the corners of the
unit and adobe brick in the very northern section of the unit. In the middle of Unit A-2, the dark brown
soil is clear, while the soil in the southwest corner of the unit appears to grade into a more reddishlooking soil that could be indicative of a feature of some sort, possibly associated with heating or
burning. The adobe was assigned Feature A-6 and is discussed in the features section. In addition, a
potential post hole (Feature A-2) that may have contained a wooden post that could have supported a
structure was present in the southeast corner. Artifacts recovered from this level included Spanish
Colonial ceramics, ironstone, Native American produced ceramics, asbestos tile, concrete, linoleum,
plaster, faunal bone, shell, window glass, wire and cut nails, as well as unidentified ferrous metal
fragments. This assemblage indicates there is still mixing of early and late deposits within Level 2.
While the other units in this block were terminated at Level 2 in order to preserve what appeared to be
puddled adobe and adobe brick, Unit A-2 was chosen for further exploratory work. Level 3 (50-60 cmbd)
included very dark brown (10YR2/2) silty clay which changed color drastically at approximately 51 cmbd.
Below this depth, the soil color changed to dark grey brown (10YR4/2) in a layer that was only about 1.52 cm thick. Under this lens, the soil went back to very dark brown silty clay. Excavators took several
samples of adobe for future analysis, and a bulk soil sample from Level 3. This sample was screened at
CAR, and yielded faunal remains, adobe, plaster, lithics, Native American ceramics, and a glass bead.
Other artifacts recovered from the level include Spanish Colonial ceramics, Goliad ware and other Native
American produced ceramics, plaster, faunal bone (including polished pieces), burned rock, lithic
debitage, cut nails, a knife or scissors fragment, a Martingale plate, unidentifiable ferrous metal
fragments, thread, charcoal, and burned clay. Interestingly, these artifacts predominately date to the
late eighteenth century, although the cut nails may date to the nineteenth century, and the lithics and
Native American ceramics could be contemporaneous or predate the eighteenth century.
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Figure 22. Bottom of Level 2 in Units A2-A-5, camera facing north.

While the presence of the nails initially seems to suggest mixing, the intact appearance of the
architectural features present at 50 cmbd suggests there is an intact surface beginning at this depth.
One possibility for the presence of the nails recovered below this depth is that they were part of an
intrusive feature. Within Level 3 of Unit A-2, there is one intrusive feature a possible post hole or pit
(designated Feature A-2), which extends into this level. Excavators noted a concentration of metal
within this feature, which suggests the nails may have come from this location. If so, this information
would confirm the architectural evidence that there is likely an intact Spanish Colonial living surface
present in this area of the west wall. However, excavators did not screen soils from the feature
separately from the other soils within the level, so that there is a possibility they could come from an
area outside the feature.
As the bottom of Level 3 contained limestone cobbles throughout the unit, archaeologists chose to
excavate a smaller 0.5-x-0.5 m area in the southeast corner of Unit A-2 (Figure 23). Level 4 (60-70 cmbd)
contained the same very dark brown (10YR2/2) silty clay with abundant, weathered limestone cobbles.
The level was excavated to a maximum depth of 70 cmbd and consisted entirely of sterile soil with no
cultural features.
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Figure 23. Unit A-2 sample 0.5 m x 0.5 m excavation, camera facing north.
Unit A-3
Unit A-3 was adjacent to the west side of Unit A-2, so that it formed the southwest corner of the 2-x-2 m
block (see Figure 21). As with Unit A-2, Level 1 (30-40 cmbd) of Unit A-3 contained heavily mottled, very
dark greyish brown (10YR3/2) clay loam with mottles of yellowish brown (10YR5/6), black (10YR2/1),
and light brownish grey (10YR6/2). However, there were fewer cobbles and rocks in Level 1 of Unit A-3
than in the same level of Unit A-2. Artifacts recovered from this level include Spanish Colonial ceramics,
asbestos tile, machine-made brick, mortar, faunal bone, container glass (olive, colorless, and aqua), aqua
window glass, cut nails, plastic, and a safety razor. The artifacts indicate a mixing of earlier and later
deposits (Table 6).
Table 6. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-3
Organic

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

–

7

–

1

–

32

1

11

–

1

1

23

1

18

–

2

1

55

Faunal

NonFaunal
Organics

6

4

4

5

10

9

Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (30–40)

1

13

Level 2 (40–50)

–

–

Total

1

13

Lithics

Total

Level 2 (40-50 cmbd) of Unit A-3 revealed the same dark grey (10YR4/1) loam with pale brown
(10YR6/3), black (10YR2/1), and dark yellowish brown (10YR4/6) mottles as found in Level 2 of Unit A-2.
In addition, excavators noted that as in Unit A-2, Level 2, a smooth, compact surface was initially
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encountered at about 47-48 cmbd. Once cleared down to the approximate terminal depth of 50 cmbd,
this unit showed adobe puddling (Feature A-6) in the northern one-third and southeastern corner of the
unit, as well as the dark grey clay loam over much of the rest of the unit with the exception of the
southeast corner. In the southeast corner, the dark grey clay loam graded into a reddish-appearing soil
that surrounded a pocket of adobe puddling (see Figure 22). Artifacts recovered from Level 2 above the
adobe puddling include asbestos tile, asphalt, machine-made brick, ceramic tile, linoleum, plaster, faunal
remains, debitage, wire nails, plastic, and a bone toothbrush fragment (Table 6). Most of the materials
in this level suggest a late nineteenth-early twentieth century date, and further confirm that as in Level
1, deposits are mixed.
Unit A-4
Unit A-4 was adjacent to the north side of Unit A-3 and to the west side of A-5, so that it formed the
northwest corner of the 2-x-2 m block. As with Units A-2 and A-3, Level 1 (30-40 cmbd) of Unit A-4
contained a mix of soils. The southern and western parts of the unit contained very dark brown 10YR3/2
clay loam, with a pocket of 10YR6/4 sand in the middle of the unit. In the northeast corner, the soil
consisted primarily of caliche with 10YR3/2 mottles. Gravels were scattered throughout the level, and a
cluster of concrete cobbles were concentrated in the southeast corner. Items recovered from this level
include Goliad ware, asbestos tile, machine made brick, linoleum, plaster, faunal remains, window glass,
and pvc pipe fragments, which show mixing of earlier and later deposits (Table 7).
Table 7. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-4
Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–

7

–

1

–

14

7

–

1

–

5

–

14

11

–

8

–

6

–

28

Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (30–40)

1

1

–

4

Level 2 (40–50)

–

–

1

Total

1

1

1

Excavation of Level 2 (40-50 cmbd) revealed that much of the unit was covered with adobe melt at
about 47 cmbd. Pockets of mortar were observed throughout the unit at this level, as were large
limestone cobbles. Near the center of the unit, a concentration of darker soil with charcoal is suggestive
of a possible post hole, and was designated Feature A-3. A piece of chert was left in the floor of Level 2
near the north side of Feature A-3. Archaeologists recovered asbestos tile, faunal remains, wire nails,
and plastic from this level, suggesting deposits continued to be mixed above the 47 cmbd adobe level in
this unit. At 47 cmbd, features appear to be intact (e.g. Feature A-3 and Feature A-6).
Unit A-5
Unit A-5 was adjacent to the east side of Unit A-4 and to the north side of Unit A-2, so that it formed the
northeast corner of the 2-x-2 m block. As with Units A-2 and A-3, Level 1 (30-40 cmbd) of Unit A-5
contained heavily mottled, very dark greyish brown (10YR3/2) clay loam with mottles of yellowish
brown (10YR5/6), black (10YR2/1), and light brownish grey (10YR6/2). This level was also riddled with
concrete and gravels. Only one piece of colorless container glass was recovered from this level (Table 8).
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Table 8. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-5
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (30–40)
Level 2 (40–52)
Total

–
–
–

1
5
6

–
8
8

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
–
–
12
1
12
1

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
10
10

–
–
–

–
2
2

–
–
–

1
38
39

A significant rain event occurred at the site prior to excavation of Level 2 (40-52 cmbd), so that
screening was difficult. However, as excavation progressed to drier soil underneath, archaeologists
uncovered adobe puddling or melt over much of the unit. As they continued to the terminal depth of
between 42 and 52 cmbd, they ceased excavating in areas where adobe was present in order to
preserve it in place. Near the center and southern parts of the unit, the edges of adobe bricks along with
thin lines of mortar became visible. Several of these bricks were positioned on their side and were not
articulated with one another (Figure 24). The bricks were slightly darker in color than the melt in the
rest of the unit, and are clearly preserved in place. While artifacts recovered above these bricks included
asbestos tile, asphalt, brick, ceramic tile, faunal bone, container glass (olive and colorless), cut nails,
unidentified ferrous metal, and plastic, no excavations were undertaken within or below the intact brick
surface. Archaeologists deliberately halted excavations so that these intact architectural features could
be preserved in place for future interpretation.

Figure 24. Close-up of adobe brick in Unit A-5; note thin lines of mortar on their right sides
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Unit A-6 and Unit A-7
Units A-6 and A-7 were situated next to one another to form a 1-x-2 m unit. The units, situated roughly 1
m south of the Crockett Building, were aligned east to west along the north end of Locus A straddling
the projected path of a north to south trending reconstructed wall alignment. (Figure 25).

Figure 25. Opening of Units A-6 and A-7, camera facing east.
Unit A-6
Archaeologists began excavation in Unit A-6, the westernmost unit, at a higher elevation than the other
units within Locus A. Level 1 (15-25 cmbd) consisted of the remnants of sandy overburden mixed with
10YR5/2 greyish brown clay loam soil. Artifacts represented a mix of late-eighteenth century through
twentieth century time periods. Items recovered include Spanish colonial ceramics, pearlware, Goliad
ware, asbestos tile, machine-made brick, concrete, ceramic tile, linoleum, plaster, porcelain tile, faunal
remains, container glass (olive, amber, colorless, aqua), window glass, cut nails, unidentified ferrous
metal fragments, insulation, Styrofoam, and coal (Table 9).
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Table 9. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-6
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (15–25)
Level 2 (25–35)
Level 3 (35–45)
Level 4 (45–48)
Level 4 NW ¼
(48-55)
Total

4
14
16
5

36
4
2
1

11
4
4
1

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
24
1
81
–
134
3
55
–

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

75
6
16
3

–
–
2
–

2
–
–
1

–
–
1
1

153
109
178
67

2
39

43

20

296

2
4

100

2

3

2

509

As excavations progressed into Level 2 (25-35 cmbd), soils transitioned to a slightly darker greyish brown
clay loam (10YR5/2), and charcoal flecks in the soils increased. Overall, this level had less construction
debris present than in Level 1. Artifacts recovered include Spanish colonial ceramics, pearlware,
European white-bodied earthenware, asbestos tile, handmade brick fragments, plaster, stone tile,
faunal remains, shell, container glass (green, blue, and colorless), and cut nails (Table 9). At the bottom
of the level, adobe puddling or melt began to appear.
Due to the presence of the adobe melt, excavators decided to bisect the unit for Level 3 (35-45 cmbd) to
get a sense of the thickness of the adobe. They chose to sample the northern half of the unit, a 0.5-x-1m area. Adobe melt was noted throughout the unit and patches of darker soil were noted just beneath
the adobe melt. A ring of darker soil was noted at the north-central wall of the unit, and this possible pit
or post hole was designated as Feature A-4. During excavations, archaeologists noted higher numbers of
faunal bone along with construction material in this half of the unit. In addition, while screening,
excavators found a human tooth. At this point, excavations ceased in Unit 6, and archaeologists
followed the human remains protocol in Appendix A. The project osteologist analyzed the tooth in the
field lab, identifying it as a deciduous human mandibular molar (baby tooth). The osteologist also
inspected Unit A-6 for evidence of other human bone and sorted through the other bone from Level 3 to
confirm it was faunal. Once this was confirmed, excavation in this area resumed. Other artifacts
recovered from this level include Spanish colonial ceramics, machine-made brick, plaster, stone tile,
faunal remains, lithic debitage, a cuprous tinker’s dam, and charcoal.
At the close of the north half of Level 3, archaeologists observed some adobe melt (Figure 26). Since no
apparent adobe feature appeared to be present in the north half of Level 3 of Unit A-6, archaeologists
decided to remove Level 3 from the south half of the unit. During these excavations, archaeologists
observed an exposed the edge of one of Fox’s 1983 excavation units, which had been backfilled with
sand. Artifacts recovered from Level 3 in the southern half of Unit A-6 include Spanish colonial ceramics,
pearlware, plaster, sandstone tile, polished bone, faunal bone, green container glass, cut nails, coal, and
a seed bead.
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Given the mixed deposits in Level 3, excavators began Level 4 (45-55 cmbd) for the entirety of the unit.
At 48 cmbd, archaeologists halted excavation when the adobe melt in the north half of the unit was
revealed to be a north-south oriented adobe brick. The brick and surrounding adobe “melt” were
designated as Feature A-5 (discussed in features section).

Figure 26. Unit A-6, north half, bottom of level 3, camera facing north.

In order to preserve this feature in place, archaeologists chose to narrow their Level 4 investigation to
the northwest quadrant of Unit A-6, an area measuring approximately 0.5 m-x-0.5 m. Within this smaller
sample area, excavations extended to 55 cmbd to complete Level 4 (
Figure 27). The soil below 48 cmbd was a very dark greyish brown 10YR3/2 silty clay that resembled the
soils in Level 3 of Units A-2—A-5. A snail shell and two pieces of faunal bone were the only items
recovered from this area. Interestingly, however, in the top three centimeters (45-48 cmbd) of Unit A-6,
Level 4, recovered artifacts included Spanish colonial ceramics, ceramic tile, plaster, faunal bone,
container glass, lithic debitage, unidentified ferrous metal fragments, and a piece of plastic, the majority
of which represent the Spanish Colonial time period. The single glass fragment recovered has been
tentatively identified as colonial due to its greenish-gold patination hue, orange peel texture on the
exterior, and incised lines. The ceramic tile is a coarse earthenware of indeterminate age. The plastic
and metal are the only artifacts that definitively represent later time periods, but excavators noted the
plastic came out of the sand fill that was in Fox’s excavation unit at the south edge of Unit A-6. It is also
likely that the metal may have come from a later intrusion. Two later intrusions were present in Unit 6,
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Level 4: Fox’s excavation unit and the post mold (Feature A-4) on the north side of the unit. While it is
likely the metal originated from one of these contexts, feature fill was not screened separately from the
unit soils, so it is possible the artifact could come from outside the feature. As a result, Unit A-6, Level 4
likely represents an intact Spanish Colonial living surface.

Figure 27. Terminal depth in Unit A-6 (note the sand at left), camera facing west.
Unit A-7
This unit was located adjacent to Unit A-6 on the east. Unit A-7 had more overburden than Unit A-6 so
that Level 1 was a full 10 cm lower than Level 1 in Unit A-6. Soils in Level 1 (25-35 cmbd) of Unit A-7
consisted of 10YR4/2 dark greyish brown clay loam deposits mixed with overburden materials. Artifacts
recovered from this level include Spanish colonial ceramics, European white-bodied earthenware, a
triggerguard finial from a musket, asbestos tile, machine-made brick, plaster, faunal remains, container
glass (amber, aqua, colorless, and milk glass), window glass, burned rock, debitage, cut nails, plastic, a
rubber band, and coal (Table 10).
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Table 10. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit A-7
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (25–35)
Total

2
2

23
23

7
7

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
14
6
14
6

Construction
Material
15
15

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

3
3

3
3

73
73

Further excavation was halted in Unit 7 so excavators could focus on the deposits in A-6. At the top of
Level 2 in Unit A-7, there were pockets of gravel that suggested disturbances could be present (Figure
28).

LOCUS A

Figure 28. Close of Level 1, Units A-6 and A-7 (note gravel pockets in A-7), camera facing north.

Locus A Unit Summary

Units A-2 – A-5 showed a mixed assemblage in Level 1 that would have been consistent with building
demolition on top of existing archaeological deposits. All four units showed similar mottled soil (with the
possible exception of A-3), indicating disturbance, and all contained artifact assemblages that ranged in
date from the eighteenth century through the twentieth century. As the excavations progressed into
Level 2, archaeologists encountered a smooth, compact surface at 47 – 50 cmbd that transitioned from
a darker soil containing gravels to a surface with pockets of adobe puddling and adobe bricks overlying a
dark soil with a possible burned area in the south walls of Units A-2 and A-3. The melt and individual
adobe bricks, most lying on their sides and scattered likely represent a collapsed adobe wall. It is clear
that in some cases, the adobe bricks fell as a mortared unit, since the mortar between the bricks as well
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as a very thin line of lime wash could be seen between the bricks in the ground. Adobe melt covered
much of the exposed area, including around these bricks. Both the bricks and the melt indicate a
probable wall collapse, where pieces of mortared bricks fell and were covered with melt as the
remaining wall section weathered. The area encompassing the adobe melt and possible bricks has been
designated as Feature A-6, which will be discussed in the features section. Overall, artifacts from the
upper portions of Level 2 continued to show a mix of earlier and later materials, including construction
debris. Below 47-50 cmbd, deposits consisted of predominantly late-eighteenth century artifacts, with
the exception of a few possibly intrusive nineteenth century artifacts. This evidence suggests that at 4750 cmbd, intact deposits dating to the Spanish Colonial and Mexican periods are intact with significant
architectural features preserved.
Potential post holes that would have contained wooden posts supporting a structure were present in
Units A-2 and A-4, and were designated as Features A-2 and A-3 respectively. Both of these potential
post hole features will be discussed in detail in the Features section. As the goal was to preserve these
deposits in place, further excavation of Units A-3 through A-5 was halted, and only Unit A-2 was
excavated deeper than the others.
Units A-1 and A-6 also demonstrated evidence of intact deposits. Unit A-1 contained an adobe brick
column (Feature A-1) which is a representation of a colonial building technique and suggests intact
colonial features and potential living surfaces, may be intact in this area. As with Units A-3—A-5,
excavation was halted to preserve deposits in place. However, the soils surrounding Feature A-1
mirrored the intact soils in Unit A-2, Level 3, suggesting colonial deposits could exist in A-1. In addition,
Unit A-6 showed evidence of adobe melt and an adobe brick, which appear to be situated within intact
soils similar to those observed in Units A-1 and A-2. Artifacts recovered from Unit A-6, Level 4 suggest a
potentially intact Spanish Colonial living surface may exist in this area as well.

Locus A (West Wall) Features

A total of six archaeological features (Features A-1 through A-6) were documented during the Locus A
excavation. Most of these features are architectural in nature, although a few may be pit features. The
only unit without a designated feature was Unit A-7, which was only excavated one level before it was
terminated due to evidence of potential disturbance and to focus on Unit A-6.

Feature A-1
Feature A-1 is an adobe brick column that was initially identified in Level 2 of Unit A-1 (Figure 29). The
column is comprised of four bricks and measures approximately 50 cm north-to-south and 70 cm eastto-west. The adobe bricks appear to average roughly 23-x-50 cm in size on their faces. However, only
limited vertical excavation was performed to confirm the bricks were still intact while preserving and
protecting the feature in place. As a result, brick thickness remains unknown. The adobe itself is light in
color (2.5YR8/1, mottled with 2.5YR8/2 and 2.5YR8/3) and mixed with irregular sized chunks of lime that
range from 1–4 cm in diameter.
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The southeast corner of the column has been impacted by what appears to be a circular disturbance
(possibly a post hole) and is evidenced by a contrasting dark brown soil and fragmented adobe. This
intrusion may have represented a post hole, but in scraping to confirm the adobe bricks were in place,
excavators learned this soil stain was ephemeral, and inadvertently removed it. The only artifact found
in this disturbance was a plastic Snickers Bar® wrapper with a 1984 Olympics advertisement. Its’
presence suggests the disturbance could be related to the demolition of the Remember the Alamo
Theater at this location and subsequent paseo construction, which included the installation of the wall
reconstructions in this area.
Level 1 of Unit A-1 contained mixed deposits that had been previously impacted by construction
activities. The deposits in Level 1 contained artifacts dating to the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth
centuries as well as small fragments of lime and adobe. Level 1 extended to 54 cmbd, and similar mixed
deposits were observed during the initial excavation of Level 2.
A soil change was noted at roughly 57 cmbd revealing greyish brown (10YR5/2) clay, and a linear
alignment of adobe was observed trending north to south in the northwest quadrant of the unit. Light
scraping of the surface revealed a corner and edges indicating an intact portion of an adobe brick
column. To further delineate Feature A-1, Unit A-1 was expanded to the north and south, and these
expansions were excavated to 57 cmbd, the depth at which the feature was first visible. The north and
south extensions of Unit A-1 were found to be highly disturbed from previous construction activities
related to the reconstruction walls north and south of the unit. No further evidence of intact portions of
the adobe brick column were observed in the north and south extensions of Unit A-1, although adobe
melt was present in the north extension and could contain intact deposits underneath. Excavations into
Level 2 confirmed the brick was intact and soils appeared to shift to a similar color and texture to those
of the intact soils present in Unit A-2, Level 3 and Unit A-6, Level 4.
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Feature A-2
A possible pit feature or post hole was identified in the southeast corner of Level 2 of Unit A-2 and
designated as Feature A-2. The feature was somewhat visible during the initial excavation of Level 2
(Figure 30) and became more prominent with depth. The pit or possible post hole is oval in shape, and
only partially visible as the feature extends into the south and east walls of the unit.
As the feature is located only partly within Unit A-2, excavators did not remove the entirety of the
feature, which allowed for a cross section of the feature to be visible in the wall profiles (Figure 31).
Within Unit A-2, the pit/post hole was found to extend from 42–57 cmbd, or a total of 25 cm deep
within Unit A-2, and measured 20 cm north to south and 25 cm east to west. The feature appears to be
basin-shaped with a flat bottom that terminates at a lens of cobbles.
Soils surrounding the feature are a dark gray (10YR4/1) loam whereas the matrix within the feature is a
contrasting pale brown (10YR6/3), mottled clay loam. The feature matrix also includes small pieces of
fragmented and degraded adobe. Notably, a number of unidentifiable ferrous objects were recovered
from within the feature and designated as Special Find 2 (Figure 32). However, the feature dirt was not
screened separately from the rest of the level matrix, so that it is possible the feature could have
contained other artifacts that were not noted during excavation.

Figure 30. Overview of Unit A-2. Level 2. Note Feature A-2 in bottom right corner.
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Figure 32. Ferrous metal artifacts near the base of Feature A2, camera facing south.

Feature A-3
Feature A-3 is a possible post hole initially identified in Level 2 of Unit A-4 (Figure 33). The feature is
situated near the center of the unit and was overlain by a compact mixture of clayey deposits and
caliche construction fill. As the surrounding soil is similar in color, the feature was not clearly visible until
47 cmbd near the bottom of Level 2. Further excavation of Unit A-3 was halted in order to preserve the
feature in place.
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Figure 33. Overview of Unit A-4 at the bottom of Level 2, feature A-3 in center of unit, camera facing
north

The feature is defined as a roughly rectangular soil stain measuring 18-x30-cm. The surrounding soil is a
dark greyish brown (10YR4/2) clay loam with brown (10YR5/3) and light gray (2.5Y7/1) mottles, and the
feature matrix is very dark brown (10YR3/1) clay loam with charcoal flecking. The charcoal forms a
somewhat circular pattern near the southwest corner of the stain and may represent the remnants of a
post (Figure 34). A number of limestone gravels and cobbles measuring 5–8 cm in diameter were noted
near and within the stain.
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Figure 34. Feature A-3 in center of unit

Feature A-4
Feature A-4 is another possible post hole (Figure 35). The feature is situated near the center of the north
wall of Unit A-6 and was initially identified at the bottom of Level 2 at 35 cmbd. Initial observations of
the feature revealed a faint, circular soil stain extending into the north wall of the unit. This stain
became more distinct as excavations went deeper.
At the bottom of Level 2 the feature was defined by a very faint soil stain measuring 20 cm north to
south and 32 cm east to west. At this depth, the feature matrix and surrounding unit matrix were both
composed of greyish brown (10YR5/2) clayey soils; however, the surrounding soils were heavily mottled,
and the feature matrix contained small charcoal flecks. As Level 3 of Unit A-6 was excavated, a thin layer
of adobe “melt” was exposed. The lighter color of the adobe highlighted the shape of the possible post
hole while the feature matrix remained unchanged (Figure 36).
Further excavation of Unit A-6 was halted at 48 cmbd due to the exposure of an adobe brick (Feature A5) adjacent to Feature A-4 (Figure 37). At this point, the matrix surrounding the feature was a very dark
greyish brown (10YR3/2) silty clay, which provided a clear contrast with the greyish brown (10YR5/2)
matrix of the feature. Small pieces of degraded adobe were visible within the feature matrix, and a
larger piece of adobe was located in the southeast section of A-4 immediately adjacent to the
aforementioned adobe brick (Feature A-5). Soils from the feature were not screened separately from
the remainder of the soils within the unit, but at least a portion of the feature preserved in place. As a
result, the total depth of Feature A-4 remains unknown.
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Figure 36. North arrow pointing at Feature A-4 in bottom of Unit A-6, Level 3

Figure 37. Exposed an adobe brick Feature A-5, Unit A-6, Level 4.
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Feature A-5
Initially identified in Level 3 of Unit A-6, Feature A-5 is an adobe brick and associated adobe melt. The
feature initially extended from the north wall to Fox’s 1983 excavation along the southern edge of the
unit. Excavation of Level 3 revealed a thin veneer of adobe melt across the majority of the unit (see
Figure 35). Upon initial observation, the adobe did not exhibit any lines or seams that would indicate an
intact structural element (Figure 38). In addition, the adobe was so thin in some spots that the darker,
underlying soil was visible. This thin lens of adobe was removed, and the presumably intact adobe block
was revealed at 48 cmbd (Level 4).

Figure 38. Adobe melt in Unit A-6, Level 3, camera facing north

The adobe brick is nearly white (10YR8/1) in color and is surrounded by very dark greyish brown
(10YR3/2) silty clay. The block measures roughly 30 cm east to west and 50 cm north to south; however,
the block appears to extend into the north wall of Unit A-6. In addition, the adobe is somewhat melted
or degraded in the southern half of the unit adjacent to Fox’s previous investigations (Figure 39).
Therefore, precise dimensions could not be obtained.
A possible post hole (Feature A-4) overlaps the adobe block along the north wall of the unit. These
features do not appear to be associated as the post hole has truncated a portion of the block and
appeared at a much higher elevation than the top of Feature A-5, showing it is intrusive. Further
excavation in the northeast corner of Unit A-6 was halted to preserve the feature in place. Therefore,
the vertical extent of the feature is unknown.
95

LOCUS A

Figure 39. Feature A-5 at the base of Unit A-6, Level 3; note disturbance from Fox’s 1983 excavation
unit on the south, camera facing north

Feature A-6
Feature A-6 is a probable adobe wall collapse observed in Units A-2 through A-5. As previously
mentioned, Units A-2 through A-5 were laid out in a 2 x 2-m block and excavated so that there was a
horizontal exposure of all four units at the same level. Excavation of Level 1 across the four units
revealed similar, disturbed deposits containing concrete fragments, cobbles, and common caliche
gravels to roughly 40 cmbd. The uppermost portion of Level 2 across the units also contained mixed
deposits; however, darker colored, intact soils, adobe melt, and adobe bricks were revealed near the
base of Level 2 (Figure 40).
Excavation in Units A-2 through A-5 was halted at various depths in Level 2, approximately 42–52 cmbd,
based on the exposure of adobe melt and intact bricks. Adobe melt or puddling covered much of the
exposed area, including the area surrounding the bricks. Both the bricks and the puddling indicate a
probable wall collapse, where pieces of mortared bricks fell and were covered with melt as the
remaining wall section weathered. Evidence of a collapsed adobe wall is present in all four units, but is
especially apparent in Units A-4 and A-5 where individual bricks were visible, but were lying on their
sides, scattered and fallen. It is clear that in some cases, the adobe bricks fell as a mortared unit, since
the mortar between the bricks as well as a very thin line of lime wash could be seen between the bricks
in the ground.
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As mentioned above, the individual bricks were likely previously displaced by the fall of the wall.
Therefore, there is no distinct pattern or intact segments of the wall within the units. The bricks were
observed scattered in a general northeast to southwest alignment across Units A-2, A-4, and A-5 and
were defined by their straight edges and slightly lighter colored, more concentrated adobe. The bricks
vary in size from 20 x 40-cm to 9.5 x 22-cm. This variance can be attributed to natural degradation of the
adobe and the inconsistent placement of the bricks as a result of the wall fall.
Further excavation of this area was limited to Unit A-2 where the observed adobe melt did not appear
intact. The adobe in this unit did not extend more than 1 cm deep before dark greyish brown (10YR3/2)
soil was exposed. This equally thin layer of soil was removed revealing a 3–5 cm thick layer of brown
(7.5YR4/3) soil overlying very dark brown (10YR2/2) deposits at the base of the unit. No additional
adobe melt or intact structural remains were observed. No further excavation was conducted in Units A3 through A-5 in an effort to preserve the feature in place.
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Locus B (South Wall) Results

Excavations at Locus B began on July 25th, 2016, and continued through August 19th, 2016. At the time
the south wall excavations began, the west wall excavations were in progress. RKEI placed nine 1-x-1 m
units in the vicinity of the gate at the south wall of the Alamo compound (as depicted by historic maps
and drawings of the compound.) Four units were placed in a north/south alignment, on the east side of
the sidewalk bollards (Units B-1, B-2, B-3, and B-4). Four units were placed to the west of Unit B-2,
extending towards the street (Units B-6, B-5, B-8, and B-9) (Figure 41). Test Unit B-7, located northwest
of Test Unit B-4, was laid out but not excavated. A small unit (B-10) measuring 1 m-x-0.30 m was placed
to the west of Unit B-1 to investigate what appeared to be a feature. Approximately 55-60 cm of fill
(including pavers, gravels, and road base) was removed above the soils. Unit datums were placed at the
same elevation as the pavers so that all measurements below datum are equivalent to the
measurement below existing ground surface. In addition to the units, a single shovel test was excavated
north of the units to confirm the presence of a utility within a trench aligning with Feature B-4.
Intermittent heavy rain showers the week of July 25th caused much of the excavation area to be wet.
However, RKEI was able to keep Locus B from being completely flooded through the use of tarps and
sandbags as well as through bailing water from the area after the heaviest showers.

Unit B-1
Unit B-1 was placed along the southern edge of the excavation area. The first level of excavation (50-60
cmbd) focused on removing the last remnants of caliche road base and sandy, silty, very pale brown
(10YR7/3) fill. Remnants of this sandy silt fill layer extended into Level 2 (60-70 cmbd) which was
mottled with dark gray (10YR4/1) soils. Gravels and concrete were present in this layer, further
indicating the soils were disturbed. Only one piece of glass was recovered from Level 1 and one heavily
corroded nail fragment was recovered from Level 2. Level 3 (70-80 cmbd) exhibited some of the
mottled, disturbed clay with gravels, and the soil was compact and difficult to excavate. At the bottom
of Level 3, excavators encountered an ashy area in the southern part of the unit, with a fragment of
burned faunal bone on top. This feature was designated as Feature B-3 and was left in place. Feature B-3
is discussed further in the features section. Artifacts encountered in Level 3 included asphalt, a Spanish
Colonial ceramic sherd, lithic debitage, stone tile, faunal bone, shell, burned rock, nails, and an
unidentified ferrous metal fragment (Table 11). Level 4 (80-90 cmbd) focused on the area of the unit
that was not part of the feature. Towards the southeast corner of the unit, limestone rocks were
uncovered. The stones were left in situ but did not appear to form or be part of a feature. Lithic
debitage, metal, and faunal bone was recovered in Level 4.

99

This page has been redacted as
it contains restricted
information

Table 11. Cultural Materials recovered from Unit B-1
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (55–60)
Level 2 (60–70)
Level 3 (70–80)
Level 4 (80–90)
Total

–
–
3
–
3

1
–
–
–
1

–
1
11
2
14

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
–
–
–
–
25
–
1
–
26
–

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
–
3
–
3

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
3
5
8

1
1
45
8
55

Archaeologists terminated Unit B-1 at the bottom of Level 4 (90 cmbd) in order to preserve Feature B-3.
While excavating in this unit, excavators observed a fragment of ferrous metal embedded in the east
wall of Unit B-1 at approximately 80 cmbd. The fragment was left in situ as the unit was excavated to its
terminal depth of 90 cmbd. While clearing the unit for photographing and documentation, the fragment
was dislodged from the wall. This iron fragment was approximately 138.65 mm long and 41.9 mm center
wide. The COSA archaeologist brought the fragment to Sam Nesmith of the Texas Museum of Military
History for identification; Mr. Nesmith identified the item as the tip of a briquet sword of French
manufacture. Such swords would have been used by Mexican non-commissioned officers. This artifact
tentatively dates to 1835-1836, and the torque to the blade, which likely caused the break, may have
resulted from using the sword as a digging tool. It is also possible the blade was used in battle.

Unit B-2
Unit B-2 was placed north of Unit B-1, and shared the same overall stratigraphy. Like Unit B-1, the first
level (55-60cmbd) consisted primarily of the remnants of caliche road base and sandy, silty, very pale
brown (10YR7/3) fill. Although the matrix was screened, no artifacts were encountered in this level.
Level 2 (60-70cmbd) consisted of dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) clay mixed with gravels and containing
asphalt, brick, plastic, glass, coal, and faunal remains (Table 12). Excavators encountered a soft,
rectangular shaped caliche or adobe feature in the northern portion of the unit. Approximately 2 to 3
cm of the soft caliche in the northeast portion of the unit was removed during excavation before the
outline was exposed. Several stones were found next to this block. The caliche and associated stones
were designated as Feature B-2 and left in place. Feature B-2 is discussed further in the features section.
The remainder of the unit was excavated two more levels, with a final depth of 90 cmbd. Artifacts
recovered from Level 3 (70-80 cmbd) included slag, brick, and an unidentified ferrous metal fragment.
The greyish brown (10YR5/2) silty clay was compact, but easily excavated using a trowel. Level 4 (80-90
cmbd) contained a compacted brown (10YR5/3) silty clay. No artifacts were noted in Level 4.
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Table 12.Cultural Materials recovered from Unit B-2
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (55–60)
Level 2 (60–70)
Level 3 (70–80)
Level 4 (80–90)
Total

–
–
–
–
–

–
1
–
–
1

–
–
1
–
1

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
–
–
1
3
–
2
–
–
1
5

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
7
1
–
8

–
–
–
–
–

–
2
–
–
2

–
–
–
–
–

–
14
4
–
18

Unit B-3
Unit B-3 was adjacent to Unit B-2’s north side. Mechanical removal of the road base in this area caused
the center and northeast corner of the unit to have a beginning excavation elevation of 64 cmbd, so that
no excavation occurred in these areas for Level 1 (55-60 cmbd). In the remainder of the unit, excavators
removed a few centimeters of dark greyish brown (10YR4/2) clay mixed with gravels. No artifacts were
noted in Level 1. Level 2 (60-70 cmbd) consisted of a grayish brown (10YR5/2) silty, gravelly, compact
clay. Limestone and adobe slurry were exposed in the southern half of the unit and appeared to be part
of Feature B-2. The adobe slurry differed slightly from the adobe melt found at Locus A. While adobe
melt was a result of weathering, the slurry was intentionally mixed and used as a binding agent. The
slurry present at Locus B appears to have a heavier lime concentration than the adobe melt at Locus A.
These stones and adobe slurry were left in situ while the remaining matrix was removed from the unit.
Level 2 produced 48 artifacts (Table 13), including coal, faunal bone, shell, lithic debitage, burned rock,
plastic, and unidentified pieces of ferrous metal.
Table 13.Cultural Materials recovered from Unit B-3
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (55–60)
Level 2 (60–70)
Level 3 (70–80)
Level 4 (80–90)
Level 5 (90–100)
Total

–
–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–
–

–
9
–
–
–
9

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
–
–
4
27
–
–
1
–
–
–
5
27

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–
–

–
2
–
–
–
2

–
5
–
11
–
16

–
47
–
12
–
59

Excavation of Level 3 (70-80 cmbd) uncovered more stones associated with Feature B-2. The stones
were left in place while the surrounding matrix was removed. The soil remained a grayish brown
(10YR5/2) dry, compact silty clay which became markedly easier to excavate when moist. No artifacts
were encountered in Level 3. Level 4 (80-90 cmbd) contained the same easily excavated soil, and yielded
lithic debitage and one fragment of mussel shell.
A second feature was identified in the western wall of Unit B-3 during the excavations. Feature B-4
appeared to be a caliche and lime-filled trench. The feature was left in situ during the unit excavations.
Level 5 (90-100 cmbd) which contained the same greyish brown clay as the previous two levels, was
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excavated as an attempt to locate the base of Feature B-4, although it was not encountered. Feature B-4
is further discussed in the features section. No artifacts were recovered from this level.

Unit B-4
Test Unit B-4 was located north of Test Unit B-3. Level 1 (60-70 cmbd) consisted of compacted blocky,
dark grey (10YR4/1) clay in the eastern two-thirds of the unit. The western one-third of the unit
exhibited lighter, caliche-lime soil that was identified as Feature B-4. No artifacts were noted during the
excavation of Level 1, and archaeologists chose to focus on the soils outside Feature B-4, as the feature
appeared to be a possible backhoe trench due to its very straight linear edges. Level 2 (70-80 cmbd)
contained compact brown (10YR4/3) soils, as well as two artifacts: a rabdotus snail shell and a piece of
patinated lithic debitage (Table 14).
Table 14. Cultural Materials recovered from Unit B-4
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (57–70)
Level 2 (70–80)
Level 3 (80–90)
Level 4 (90–100)
Total

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
1
1

–
–
–
–
–

–
1
9
–
10

–
1
9
1
11

The brown (10YR4/3) silty clay continued in Level 3 (80-90 cmbd). Within this level, excavators
uncovered several limestone cobbles that formed a semi-circular shape. This alignment was left in situ
and designated as Feature B-1 (discussed in the features section). Soils were consistent throughout the
unit and feature. Artifacts recovered from this level were not associated with the feature, and included
one burned rock and lithic debitage, some of which were patinated. Level 4 (90-100 cmbd) was
excavated after it was decided to remove the top course of stones from Feature B-1. The stones related
to the feature were kept separate from the surrounding matrix. No artifacts were encountered in the
matrix of Level 4.

Unit B-5
Test Unit B-5 was located one meter west of Test Unit B-2. Level 1 (50-60 cmbd) removed the remaining
road base and some mottled clays. The mottled clays appeared to contain a mixture of dark grayish
brown (10YR 4/2) and grayish brown (10YR5/2). Artifacts recovered from Level 1 include a fragment of a
mule shoe, an unidentified ferrous metal fragment, cut and polished faunal bone, a lead-glazed sewer
pipe fragment, brick fragments, and a gunflint (Table 15). Level 2 (60-70 cmbd) exhibited a decrease in
the density of gravels but still exhibited a similar greyish brown (10YR5/2) soil. The northeast corner of
the unit exhibited an area of carbonate nodules, and the soil was more compact. An area of caliche was
noted in the southwest corner of the unit. No artifacts were encountered in Level 2.
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Table 15. Cultural Materials recovered from Unit B-5
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (50–60)
Level 2 (60–70)
Level 3 (70–80)
Level 4 (80–90)
Total

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–

2
–
–
–
2

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
1
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
1
–

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

4
–
–
–
4

–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–

1
–
–
–
1

8
–
–
–
8

Level 3 (70-80 cmbd) contained a greyish brown (5YR5/2) silty clay that was extremely compact when
dry. The northeast corner began to resemble some of the soils associated with F-2 in Units B-2 and B-3,
as it continued to contain carbonate nodules. In the southwestern corner of the unit, the caliche area
expanded to the east and appeared to be a conglomerate of adobe slurry and limestone rocks (Figure
42). This conglomeration may be an extension of Feature B-2, but may also be a separate feature. No
cultural material was noted in the matrix. Archaeologists excavated around the limestone rock/adobe
conglomeration for Level 4 (80-90 cmbd), but observed no real changes in soils and no artifacts were
observed or recovered.

Figure 42. Plan view of Unit B-5 level 3 (70 - 80 cmbd)

Unit B-6
Unit B-6 was placed between Unit B-2 and Unit B-5. The unit focused on investigating the matrix
between Units B-2 and B-5, in particular, a light-colored clay that contained caliche and appeared to be
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an extension of Feature B-4. Level 1 (50-60 cmbd) contained white (5Y8/1) caliche in most of the unit
and dark gray (7.5YR4/1) silty clay in the westernmost edge of the unit. Cultural material recovered from
the level included mussel shell, lead-glazed sewer pipe, one ferrous staple, faunal bone, and synthetic
fabric (Table 16). Level 2 (60-70 cmbd) focused on removing the soil that was not part of the feature.
Excavations in the southwestern portion of the unit uncovered an extension of the pile of limestone
cobbles found in adjacent Unit B-5 (Figure 43). One faunal bone fragment and adobe were collected
from the level. Only a small area of the unit was excavated in Level 3 (70-80 cmbd). The limestone
conglomerate, the caliche and lime clay, and an area of highly carbonated soil was left in situ. One piece
of lithic debitage was recovered in the level.
Table 16.Cultural Material Recovered from Unit B-6
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (50–60)
Level 2 (60–70)
Level 3 (70–80)
Total

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

1
–
–
1

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
2
–
1
–
–
–
3
–

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

1
–
–
1

–
2
–
2

2
–
–
2

–
–
1
1

6
3
1
10

Figure 43. Plan view photograph of Test Unit B-6 at Level 2 (60-70 cmbd). Feature B-4, a caliche and
lime clay mixture, is located in the center of the image.
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Unit B-7
This unit was laid out, but never excavated due to time and weather constraints.

Unit B-8
Unit B-8 was placed on the west side of Unit B-5. The starting elevation was higher for this unit (43
cmbd), as the mechanical removal of overburden did not extend as deeply in this area. The top of this
layer contained the very pale brown (10YR7/3) sandy, silty road base, with underlying soil of a very dark
gray (7.5YR3/1) silty clay. This clay was extremely compacted, and was excavated using a pickaxe. At
approximately 46 cmbd, in the southeastern quadrant of the unit, adobe slurry similar to that observed
in Test Units B-2 and B-3 was uncovered. Artifacts recovered in Level 1 (43-50 cmbd) included a mixed
assemblage of twentieth century through late eighteenth century items including Spanish Colonial
ceramic fragments, faunal bone, container glass, lithic debitage, unidentified ferrous metal fragments,
and a possible cut nail (Table 17).
Table 17. Cultural Materials found in Unit B-8
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (43–50)
Level 2 (50–60)
Level 3 (60–70)
Level 4 (70–80)
Level 5 (80–90)
Total

2
–
–
–
–
2

2
–
–
–
–
2

5
2
–
–
–
7

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
28
–
1
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
29
–

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
–
1
–
–
1

–
–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–
–

2
7
4
5
3
21

39
10
5
5
3
62

The compacted soil continued in Level 2 (50-60 cmbd) until approximately 55 cmbd. At this depth, the
soil shifted in color to a dark gray (7.5YR4/1) and became easier to excavate. The caliche and limestone
conglomerate present in Unit B-5 began to appear at this level as well. A portion of the conglomerate in
the center of the unit appears to have stones lying at an angle (Figure 44), rather than flat similar to Test
Units B-2 and B-3. Artifacts recovered from this level include faunal bone, snail shell, a gunflint, wire
nails, burned rock, and lithic debitage.
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Figure 44. Plan view photograph of Test Unit B-8 at Level 2 (50-60 cmbd). Note the cluster of upright
stacked stones in the southeastern corner of the image.

Soil in Level 3 (60-70 cmbs) contained calcium carbonate nodules, shifting the overall soil color to a
brown (7.5YR5/2). Excavators exposed more of the caliche/rock conglomerate in this level. Cultural
material recovered from this level included one red brick fragment, rabdotus snail shell, burned rock,
and lithic debitage. Excavators also took a root sample from this level for the historic landscape
architects at their request. Level 4 (70-80 cmbd) excavations exposed more of the caliche limestone
conglomerate in the southern half of the unit (Figure 45). Soil color changed to a very dark grayish
brown (10YR3/2) within this level, marking a color shift from greyish brown to brownish black. A few
limestone rocks were encountered in the northwest quadrant of the unit, although it was not
determined if they were associated with the conglomerate. Artifacts recovered from this level included
burned rock, lithic debitage, and a gunflint.
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Figure 45. Plan view photograph of Test Unit B-8 at Level 4 (70-80 cmbd). Note limestone rock in the
northwestern corner of the unit.

In Level 5 (80-90cmbd), archaeologists encountered loose, dry, dark greyish brown (10YR4/2) silty clay,
which was slightly darker than the soil in the previous level. The caliche limestone conglomerate was
exposed further so that it occupied the majority of the unit. Rabdotus snail shell was observed, but not
collected. A few pieces lithic debitage were recovered from the level. Excavation of Unit B-8 was
terminated at the completion of Level 5 (Figure 46).
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Figure 46. Plan view photograph of Test Unit B-8 at Level 5 (80-90 cmbd). Note caliche limestone
conglomerate throughout the unit.

Unit B-9
Unit B-9 was placed adjacent to the west wall of Unit B-8. As in Unit B-8, the first level (40-50 cmbd) was
somewhat higher than the other units. Although a very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) clay was present
throughout much of the unit, excavators encountered a very pale brown (10YR7/4) caliche-filled trench
running north-south in the western two-thirds of the unit. This trench extended about 65 cm east from
the west wall. As there are numerous utilities in this area, and the trench lines were straight and clear,
excavators determined this was a utility trench and focused on the remaining area of the unit. One olive
glass fragment was recovered from the soil outside the trench in Level 1 (Table 18). Level 2 (50-60
cmbd) consisted of only the soils outside the utility trench. Although the soils remained the same color,
they became slightly easier to excavate. Faunal bone fragments were recovered from this level. Level 3
(60-70 cmbd) exhibited a dramatic change in the soil color to brown (10YR4/3) and became soft and less
blocky. Artifacts found in this level included machine-made brick fragments, a Rabdotus snail shell, and
lithic debitage, indicating deposits were mixed. The excavation of Test Unit B-9 was terminated after
reaching 70 cmbd.
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Table 18. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit B-9
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (40–50)
Level 2 (50–60)
Level 3 (60–70)
Total

–
–
–
–

1
–
–
1

–
–
–
–

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
–
–
12
–
–
–
12
–

Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
–
3
3

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

–
–
4
4

1
12
7
20

Unit B-10
Unit B-10 was placed adjacent to the west wall of Unit B-1 as an attempt to locate the edge of Feature
B-4, the caliche-lime trench. Excavators limited this excavation unit dimensions to 1 m–x-0.30 m due to
time and spatial constraints. The upper levels were difficult to excavate due to the presence of intact
asphalt and compacted road base. Level 1 (50-60 cmbd) consisted mainly of road base (10YR7/4). A
possible extension of Feature B-4 became apparent toward the bottom of the level in the northernmost
section of the unit. No artifacts were recovered from Level 1. Level 2 (60-70 cmbd) soils showed less
distinction between what appeared to be Feature B-4’s 10YR7/3 very pale brown clay with calcium
carbonate inclusions in the northernmost 1/3 of the unit and the very pale brown silty clay “caliche
base” found in the southern 2/3 of the unit. A narrow strip of very dark gray (10YR3/1) clay with very
pale brown (10YR7/4) caliche nodules and road base with gravels ran north-south along the eastern
edge of the unit. No artifacts were recovered from this level.
Level 3 (70-80 cmbd) soils indicated Feature B-4 fill extended across the unit. While the fill in the
southern portion of the unit contained the very pale brown soils with asphalt fragments, the northern
section contained similar fill with black streaks that appeared to be related to asphalt tar. Excavators
noted asphalt was visible in the west wall profile below Level 3. Two fragments of machine-made red
brick were recovered in Level 3 (Table 19). Excavators took two soil samples from this level, but as they
were mostly rock, they were not processed further in the lab. Due to time constraints, the decreased
area to excavate soils, and the extent of disturbance present, the excavation of Unit B-10 was
terminated upon reaching 80 cmbd.
Table 19. Cultural Material Recovered from Unit B-10
Level

Ceramic

Glass

Metal

Level 1 (50–60)
Level 2 (60–70)
Level 3 (70–80)
Total

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

Organic
NonFaunal
Faunal
Organics
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
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Construction
Material

Other

Modern
Material

Lithics

Total

–
–
2
2

–
–
2
2

–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–

–
–
4
4

Shovel Test
In addition to Units B-1—B-10, archaeologists excavated a shovel test in line with Feature B-4 at the
north edge of the excavation area. This excavation was undertaken in order to help confirm whether the
feature was a utility trench. The shovel test encountered fill material/overburden in the first level, then
the same caliche lime clay fill that was present within Feature B-4. This material extended to almost 1 m
below the excavation area’s surface, which itself was close to 55 cm below the pavers level. At this
depth, excavators encountered a curved concrete surface, suggesting the presence of a utility. Soils
were not screened, but were hand sorted. No cultural materials were observed in this shovel test.

Locus B Unit Summary

The units at Locus B demonstrated soil disturbance that included fill, utility trenches, and disturbance
associated with feature construction. Obvious soil disturbances such as fill were evident in the upper
levels of the units where mottled soils were present. Two utility trenches (one in Unit B-9, the other
designated Feature B-4) ran north-south through the excavations, and not only removed any intact soils
that may have been in these areas, but also may have resulted in secondary deposition of feature
elements. For example, Feature B-4 (discussed further in the features section) appears to have been
created with a backhoe, and impacted Feature B-2; some of the limestone cobbles associated with
Feature B-2 seem to be in secondary context rather than in situ. The upper level of Feature B-1 also
appears to have been impacted, although the lower levels of the deposit were not investigated to
determine whether they are in place.
Less obvious soil disturbance is evident in the area in and around the intact features, such as portions of
Feature B-2. While the soils around this feature may appear to be undisturbed, they would necessarily
have been disturbed as part of feature construction. Presumably to create a stable architectural
element, Feature B-2 would have been situated within a trench, which would have required excavation
into the surrounding soils. Without exposing a larger horizontal area, it was difficult for archaeologists to
discern whether trench edges or other evidence of construction was present in the area.
The overall types and number of artifacts recovered from Locus B provide additional support to the idea
that soils are not intact at this location. Diagnostic artifact types recovered range from possible
prehistoric (lithics) to Spanish Colonial (ceramic) to plastic (20th century), and are largely mixed. In some
of the lower levels, there are no conclusive temporal diagnostics. Unit B-3, Level 4, for example, contains
lithic debitage and shell, both of which are not temporally diagnostic, but could have been present from
prehistory or from the Mission Period. The lack of temporal diagnostics also ties into the overall paucity
of artifacts recovered from this area; there were very few artifacts overall, and certainly no
concentrations that would be expected in association with an occupation area. Together, the soils and
artifacts suggest that there is no intact living surface at Locus B.

Locus B (South Wall) Features

Four features were designated during the excavations along the south wall of the Alamo compound (see
Figure 41). Two of the four features spanned several units, whereas the other two were confined to
single units. Of the nine units excavated, six contained portions of two features.
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Feature B-1
Feature B-1 was uncovered solely in Test Unit B-4 at approximately 82 cmbd. Feature B-1 measured
approximately 80 cm in length, and was uncovered between 82 cmbd and 100 cmbd. It is likely that the
feature continued below 100 cmbd. The feature consists of a limestone cobble alignment that forms a
semi-circular shape (Figure 47). The stone alignment did not exhibit any mortar or binding agent. The
feature was uncovered in the central portion of the unit, and its initial expression of stones curved to
the west, stopping just before it met Feature B-4. The soil on the interior of the curve was excavated and
screened separately, although there was no indication of a soil change in color, texture, or consistency in
comparison to the matrix located on the exterior of the curve.
The stones appear to be dry-stacked, with the highest stone encountered at 82 cmbd. The surrounding
matrix was initially removed to excavate the unit to the base of the level, while leaving the feature in
situ. After consultation with the project Principal Investigators (PIs), it was decided to remove the
feature to excavate the unit another level. The exposed stones were removed and collected to be
examined in the laboratory and average approximately 5 to 15 cm in diameter. The removal of the
exposed stones revealed additional stones lying underneath the first layer, although not in the same
semicircular configuration (Figure 48). These were documented and left in place at the completion of
the level excavation. The stones beneath the upper layer appeared larger, but were left in situ and not
measured.
The purpose of the feature is unclear, and may represent displaced stones from Feature B-2, which is
located approximately 40 cm south of B-1. Although the stones in Feature B-1 appear to be stacked,
there is no mortar or slurry apparent in association with the feature. Soils surrounding the feature are
homogenous, with no indication of a trench or other pit associated with them, and no ash or charcoal
that would indicate a hearth or fire pit. In addition, the second layer of stones in Feature B-1 appears to
be truncated by Feature B-4, suggesting that if it is intact, Feature B-1 may be just a remnant of a larger
feature (Feature B-2) discussed below.
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Figure 47. Plan view photograph of Feature B-1 in Test Unit B-4. Note that the alignment stops before
reaching Feature B-4.
113

Figure 48. Plan view photograph of Feature B-1 in Test Unit B-4 at Level 4 (90-100 cmbd). Loose stone
alignment has been removed, revealing larger, stacked stones.

Feature B-2
Feature B-2 spans five units (B-2, B-3, B-5, B-6, and B-8) within the south wall excavation area, running in
a generally east-west direction (Figure 49). However, the feature is not continuous and is interrupted by
Feature B-4, which runs north-south through Feature B-2. The section of Feature B-2 in Units B-2 and B3 measures approximately 1 m east-west and nearly 1.5 m north-south while the section in Units B-5, B6, and B-8 measures roughly 1.5 m east-west and between 0.72 m and 1 m north-south. The feature
consists of limestone cobbles covered in and held together with an adobe slurry. In some areas, it
appears that the adobe slurry was exposed to the elements, curing the adobe to resemble cement.
During fieldwork, a very ephemeral dark trench outline could be seen next to the western edge of the
feature within the south wall profile of Unit B-4; however, this outline could not be discerned in
photographs of the profile (Figure 50). The presence of undressed within a trench is consistent with the
construction of Spanish Colonial structural footings.
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Figure 50. Profile of Feature B-2 in Test Unit 3, camera facing south.

The top of the feature was encountered at approximately 66 cmbd in Test Unit B-2. The difference
between the caliche road base and the adobe slurry was difficult to observe, and due to the rains
softening the slurry, excavation of the unit level resulted in approximately 4 cm of adobe slurry being
removed before the presence of the feature was recognized. Once the relationship between the
limestone rocks and the adobe slurry was recognized, the remainder of the excavation in the area
focused on exposing the feature while leaving it intact. This focus allowed excavators to expose what
appears to be an adobe brick (38 cm x 28 cm) on top of the easternmost section of the feature (Figure
49).
A portion of the feature present in Test Unit B-3 exhibited cured adobe slurry that indicated the north
side of the feature had been exposed to the elements. The adobe present on the south side of the
feature was soft, with no evidence of curing.
Unit B-6, which is adjacent to Unit B-2, also showed evidence of Feature B-2, although only in the
western third of the unit; Feature B-4 (a utility trench) is located in the eastern 2/3 of the trench (Figure
51). The feature in Unit B-6 consisted primarily of piled limestone cobbles, with no adobe slurry within
or capping the deposit. This may indicate the feature in this area has been disturbed or redeposited in
this location. This feature extended west into Unit B-5.
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Piles of limestone cobble are present along the east wall of Unit B-5 as well as throughout the southern
half of the unit. While the limestone cobbles are capped with adobe and cured adobe in the
southwestern corner of the unit, those along the eastern wall of the unit extending into Unit B-6 do not
clearly show whether there is slurry present. As a result, the relationship between these elements of the
feature and those located in Units B-2 and B-3 are somewhat unclear.

Figure 51. Western portion of Test Unit B-6 with Feature B-2 in the southern half, camera facing east.

The adobe slurry and limestone cobbles present in the southwestern corner of Unit B-5 extend west into
Unit B-8. The feature in this location was encountered at 46 cmbd. Caliche road base was located just
above the feature, and the feature top was level, indicating that it had been truncated at some point by
modern construction (Figure 52). A secondary deposition of limestone cobbles was uncovered in the
northwest corner of Unit B-8 at 74 cmbd. Adobe slurry holds the rocks together, but the orientation of
the stones is lying on their ends rather than lying flat, suggesting they may have been moved from their
original location and redeposited.
While the overall relationship of each element comprising Feature B-2 is unclear, the portions of the
feature located in Units B-2 and B-3 as well as in B-5 and B-8’s southwestern corner appear to be intact.
The stacked limestone cobbles in association with the adobe slurry suggests these deposits were
supposed to provide stability for some sort of structure, and resemble the construction techniques of
Spanish Colonial footings. These types of footings would have been contained within a trench or pit to
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allow them to hold their form with the slurry to act as a binding agent, and could have supported a
range of materials, such as stones or wooden posts used in foundation and structure construction. This
type of construction also indicates soils within the footing trenches would have been removed prior to
construction, then filled in afterward, so that the soils are not intact.

Figure 52. Feature B-2 in Test Unit B-8. Note the flat surface along the top of the feature, camera
facing south.

Feature B-3
Feature B-3 was encountered in the southern half of Test Unit B-1 and appears to extend into the south
wall of the unit. The feature consisted of a thin ashy layer with some charcoal flecks and measured
approximately 67 cm by 71 cm (Figure 53). The top of the feature was observed at approximately 72
cmbd. When first encountered, the feature appeared to be a lighter soil than the surrounding matrix. A
few charcoal flecks were noted in the lighter soil, but these were not large enough to collect. Within the
lighter, ashy soil, a few large limestone rocks were uncovered. While cleaning around the stones, a small
fragment of charcoal and a piece of burned faunal bone were observed. These items were left in situ
and recorded.
Rather than bisecting the feature to get a profile, archaeologists excavated the non-feature soils from
around the feature to observe feature thickness. This method allowed the feature to remain intact while
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gathering additional information. Once the edges were defined, it appeared that the feature was
approximately 12 cm thick at its thickest point exposed. The ashy lens was approximately 6 cm thick on
the eastern side of the feature, but since the feature was left in place, it is unknown how far the ashy
lens extends over the width of the feature. The presence of the ash implies some sort of burning, yet the
rocks present in the feature do not appear to have been exposed to heat. Further investigation would be
required to understand the feature’s possible function. The unit and feature were covered with
landscaping fabric prior to backfilling.

Figure 53. Plan view photograph of Feature B-3 in Test Unit B-1.
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Feature B-4
Feature B-4 is a trench filled with a caliche and lime clay with a high density of calcium carbonate
nodules and streak, as well as degraded limestone (Figure 54). The feature measures approximately 81
cm wide, and runs north-south through Units B-2, B-3, B-4, B-6, and B-10, and is present in a shovel test
located approximately 4.2 m north of Unit B-4. The trench appears to extend south of Unit B-10 as well.

Figure 54. Plan view photograph of Feature B-4 in Test Unit B-6. Note intersection with Feature B-2 in
the western portion of the image.

While the clear linear edge of the feature present in Unit B-4’s north wall profile (Figure 55) suggested it
might have been excavated with heavy equipment as part of a modern utility trench, archaeologists
investigated the feature further to learn more about its construction. Archaeologists began these
investigations by excavating and screening the feature matrix in Unit B-4, Level 1 (60-70 cmbd)
separately from the remainder of the unit soils. No artifacts were recovered. Additional excavations
occurred in Unit B-6, Level 1 (50-60 cmbd) in which only non-historic-age artifacts were recovered, and
in Unit B-10, Levels 1-3 (to a depth of 80 cmbd), which showed extensive disturbance. The west wall
profiles of both Unit B-6 and Unit B-10 showed asphalt and asphalt smears were present in the feature
fill, further confirming its disturbed nature.
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Figure 55. North wall profile of Test Unit B-4. Feature B-4 is the western portion of the profile (2).

In addition to these investigations, archaeologists attempted to confirm the disturbed nature of Feature
B-4 through excavation of a shovel test in line with the feature at the northernmost edge of the
excavation area, approximately 4.2 m north of Unit B-4. Within this shovel test, just below the road fill
material, the caliche-lime clay was encountered and continued to a depth of approximately 1.55 m
below ground surface, at which point a piece of curved pipe was observed (Figure 56). Archaeologists
noted the concrete was likely a casing for a utility. This feature lines up with the known utilities in the
project area, and extended at least 8.5 m in length north-south across the excavation area.
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Figure 56. Shovel test within F-4 showing curved utility pipe at 1.55 m below ground surface.
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Artifact Analysis

Artifacts recovered from 41BX6 were initially sorted into superclasses that included a mixture of
material and function: Lithics, Metal, Organic, Samples, Ceramics, Construction Material, Faunal/Shell,
Glass, Modern, Personal, Other, Human Remains, and Arms. They were then sorted into classes based
on type, material and function, and further into descriptive categories. For the purposes of streamlining
the discussion, archaeologists have presented the artifact analysis below based on Material type with
limited functional classification and analysis along the lines of South (1977).
Archaeologists collected a total of 1,778 artifacts at 41BX6. Locus A yielded 1,530 artifacts (86% of the
total), while Locus B yielded 248 artifacts (14% of the total) (Figure 57). A total of 1,772 artifacts (99
percent) was recovered from subsurface deposits while the remaining 10 are unprovenienced. The
artifact assemblage recovered during the current field effort includes 203 ceramic artifacts, 182 glass
artifacts, 163 pieces of metal, 323 construction related artifacts, 84 lithics, 762 organic artifacts
(consisting of faunal/shell, macrobotanical, clothing, and coal), 60 other (samples and modern material),
and 1 human tooth.

Ceramics
A total of 203 ceramics was found at 41BX6, including 197 at Locus A and 6 at Locus B. These ceramics
ranged from Native American-produced ceramics that could have predated European arrival through
ceramics produced in the twentieth century. Within Locus A, the majority of the ceramics (n=107) were
found in Unit A-2 (Table 20). As this unit was excavated deeper than the others at the west wall, there
may be some bias in the sample, or it could indicate that a similar pattern may exist within the other
units. A closer look at the breakdown of where ceramics were found within the unit shows that the bulk
of these ceramics were found in Level 3, the deepest level of Unit A-2, below what is believed to be an
intact living surface at approximately 50 cmbd. Further analysis shows that the ceramics found below 50
cmbd are all Native American or Spanish Colonial and comprise the majority of the assemblage found for
this unit (n=100). This pattern is not apparent in the other units, although the overall ceramic count
increases drastically in Unit A-6 between 25-45 cmbd (Table 20).
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Table 20. Ceramic Distribution at Locus A

Grand Total

Chinese Porcelain

European Porcelain

European Stoneware

Indeterminate

Ironstone

European White Earthenware

Pearlware

Indeterminate

Spanish Colonial
Unglazed

Valero

Yellow & Green
I

Spanish
Colonial
Lead
Glazed

Galera

Goliad

Unit and Level

Indeterminate

Native
American

Unit A-1
Level 1 (44-54)

1

Level 2 (54-64)

12

Subtotal

13

3

1

5
12

3

17

1

Unit A-1-North Extension
Level 1 (44–54)

1

1

Level 2 (54–59)

2

Subtotal

2

2
3

1

Unit A-1 South Extension
Level 1 (44–54)

2

2

1

Level 2 (54–63)

1

18

Subtotal

3

20

1

1

1

5
19
24

Unit A-2
Level 1 (30-40)

1

Level 2 (40-50)

1

1

Level 3 (50-60)

15

2

Subtotal

16

2

1

1

1
5

78

6

79

4
3
100

1

1

1

107

Unit A-3
Level 1 (30-40)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Unit A-4
Level 1 (30-40)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1
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Grand Total

Chinese Porcelain

European Porcelain

European Stoneware

Indeterminate

Ironstone

European White Earthenware

Pearlware

Indeterminate

Spanish Colonial
Unglazed

Valero

Yellow & Green
I

Spanish
Colonial
Lead
Glazed

Galera

Goliad

Unit and Level

Indeterminate

Native
American

Unit A-6
Level 1 (15-25)

1

1

2

Level 2 (25-35)

5

Level 3 (35-45)

1

1

7

1

4

1

4

4

9

1

4

15

7

Level 1 (25-35)

1

1

2

Subtotal

1

1

2

No Provenance

2

1

3

Subtotal

2

1

3

Level 4 (45-48)
Subtotal

4

14
16

5
1

39

4

Unit A-7

Back dirt

Grand Total

21

2

7

2

10

133

8

126

1

9

2

1

1

197

At Locus B, only six ceramic sherds were recovered. Three sherds were tiny fragments of a red-paste
earthenware. The fragments were too small to identify the type. Two sherds were fragments of tinglazed earthenwares. One small handpainted white earthenware rim sherd was also recovered (Table
21). As such a small sample was recovered, there is no apparent patterning in the ceramic distribution.

Grand Total

Possible Puebla
Blue on Blue

Spanish Colonial
Tin Glazed

Monterey
polychrome

Unit and Level

Handpainted,
Black Band

European
Earthenware

Spanish Colonial Unglazed
Indeterminate

Table 21. Ceramic Distribution at Locus B

Unit B-1
Level 3 (70-80)

3

3

Subtotal

3

3

Unit B-8
1

Level 1 (40-50)

1

2
2

Subtotal
Backdirt
No Provenance

1

Subtotal

1

Grand Total

1

1
1
3

1

1

6

Many of the types of ceramics recovered at 41BX6 provide information about dates of manufacture and
by extension, possible dates of deposition. An overview of these ceramic types is provided below.
Native American Ceramics
Native American ceramics are considered to be vessels that were manufactured by the Native American
groups that inhabited the region prior to and after European contact. The persistence of pottery
manufacture using local resources and Native techniques seems to be a common theme in post-contact
Texas. At historic sites, it is often difficult to discern the difference between Native ceramics that were
manufactured prior to Spanish occupation and those that were manufactured afterward. Many
researchers speculate that the continuation of the Toyah-phase technology was a method used to
address the needs of the local inhabitants in Texas, as receiving goods from Mexico was often an
inconsistent and time-consuming process.
Native American ceramics in this region are hand coiled using local clays mixed with crushed and finely
ground bone temper. They may be decorated or modified prior to firing. The vessels are fired in an open
fire. This bonfire method of firing results in fireclouding on the exterior of the vessels. A total of twentythree Native American ceramics (Goliad = 21, Indeterminate = 2) were recovered during the course of
the investigation.
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Goliad
The most common Native-made ceramic variety recovered at Spanish Colonial Period mission sites in
San Antonio are Goliad wares. Goliad wares are handmade, unglazed, low-fired ceramics made of local
clays tempered with moderate-to-finely crushed and ground animal bones. Since the burning of the
bone reduces crushing and grinding time, it is assumed that the animal bone is burned prior to its
introduction into the clay matrix.
Given its technological similarity to the bone tempered Leon Plain wares associated with the Late
Prehistoric Toyah Phase, archaeologists generally assume that Goliad wares are a continuation of the
Toyah Phase technological tradition into historic times. However, the exact relationship between Goliad
and Leon Plain wares is not known and archaeologists do not have a clear understanding of how
indigenous groups acquired the knowledge to make bone tempered ceramics. The continuity of the
technological details between the two types suggests that historic Indians were directly exposed to
descendants of Toyah Phase potters or that vestiges of the Toyah Phase extend into the Spanish Colonial
Period.
Goliad sherds vary in color and texture due to the tempering agents used in the clay matrix and the
firing atmosphere. Sherds that exhibit a grey-to-black colored core were fired in a reduced atmosphere
which is a result of uneven firing and temperature fluctuations. Sherds that lack a dark gray core indicate
that the specimens were fired in an oxidizing environment and at sufficiently high temperatures to burn
off the organics that typically accumulate and remain in the center of the typical Goliad specimens. The
paste lacks a noticeable sand component and as such it matches the Navarro clays found in abundance
throughout the upper reach of the San Antonio River basin. The small specks of white inclusions appear
to be animal bone, although no systematic petrographic analysis of the specimens was conducted.
Twenty-one sherds were identified as Goliad ware (Figure 58). These sherds varied in color and texture,
but exhibited the characteristic attributes of the type. A few of the sherds exhibited surfaces that
appeared burnished or polished (Figure 59). Polished surfaces are not uncommon to the Goliad type.
One sherd of Goliad exhibited a red slip on the interior curve, which is not a common treatment noted
on most Goliad sherds from the area. The highest density of the Goliad sherds was recovered from Unit
A-2, Level 3 (47-59 cmbd) and included the red-slipped Goliad sherd.
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Figure 58. Examples of Goliad Ware recovered from Locus-A.

Figure 59. Example of burnished/polished ceramics recovered from the site.
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Indeterminate
Two sherds of an unidentified handmade ware were recovered from Unit A-2, Level 3 (47-59 cmbd)
(Figure 60). The sherds exhibited an incised decoration that is reminiscent of Caddo pottery. Caddo
expert Dr. Tim Perttula examined the specimens to determine if they were manufactured in East Texas.
Based on his analysis, the sherds were fired in a reducing environment and cooled in the open air. The
tempering agent appears as white specks, but could not be identified as crushed bone. The sherds were
very small, so the incised decoration did not offer enough details to confirm a Caddo affiliation. Dr.
Perttula did speculate that the sherds could be from a pipe bowl, but could not confirm this due to the
size of the sherds and lack of soot stain (Perttula, Personal Communication, 11/11/2016).

Figure 60. Incised Native American ceramic sherd from Locus A.
Spanish Colonial Ceramics
Spanish Colonial and Mexican Period wares were made in the Spanish-occupied areas in Mexico during
the colonial period and into the time that Mexico won its independence. The most popular manufacture
sites were in Puebla, Guanajuato, and Mexico City. These wares made their way to Texas by mule train
and/or barges up the Rio Grande and are common finds at sites that were inhabited during the mission
period. These wares can be divided into three different glaze types: Lead Glazed, Tin Glazed, and
Unglazed.
Lead Glazed Wares
Lead glazed sherds are typically associated with the Spanish Colonial and Mexican Period occupation of
the area, although their dates of manufacture could extend into the mid-to-late-nineteenth century,
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depending on the type. A total of nine lead glazed sherds was recovered at the site and are discussed by
decorative type below.
Galera
Galera is an earthenware with fine paste. Galera vessels are made using the mold technique rather than
the wheel, and are often thin-walled (Fox and Ulrich 2008). Typically, the vessel paste is orange, and is
visible through the thin, clear lead glaze. Common decorative motifs include dots, feathers, and flowers
(Fox and Ulrich 2008). Galera wares were manufactured in Mexico, most likely in the state of Jalisco.
Dates of manufacture are believed to be between 1725 and 1850, although similar wares are made to
this day in Mexico. Typical Galera ware vessel types included bean pots, bowls, and serving dishes.
Galera sherds comprised a small portion of the Spanish Colonial and Mexican Period ceramics recovered
during the investigations. All seven of the Galera sherds recovered were from Unit A-6. Decorations in
brown were noted on the exterior (Figure 61).

Figure 61. Galera Ware encountered in Locus A.
Yellow and Green Glaze I
Yellow and Green Glaze I is a variety of the sandy paste Lead Glazed wares. At times, the type is
described as Yellow Glaze because green is not noted on the sherd. The vessel walls of this type are
often thicker than the Galera Wares previously described. The glaze used on these vessels appears to
have a yellow and/or green tint, with green decorations commonly seen on vessels (Figure 62). Vessel
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forms were often utilitarian and held up well during the transit from Mexico (Fox and Ulrich 2008).
These wares span the entire Colonial and Mexican Period.

Figure 62. Yellow and Green Glaze I ceramics recovered from Locus A.
A total of two sherds of Yellow and Green Glaze I was recovered from Locus A. One came from Unit A-2,
Level 2 (40-50 cmbd) and the other came from Unit A-6, Level 3 (35-45 cmbd).
Tin Glazed Wares
Tin glazed ceramics manufactured in Mexico are often referred to as majolicas. The tradition can also be
seen in Italy, Spain, France, and Moorish influenced regions. The few sherds recovered were fairly small
in size, making identification difficult. Paste color, decoration color, and other identifying characteristics
were used to place the sherds in types.
Tin glazed ceramics are manufactured using a potter’s wheel to form the vessel. The vessels are all kilnfired. The glaze used on the vessels is a lead glaze with a tin additive that creates an opaque, enamel-like
surface after firing. Once the glaze is set, the decoration is painted on the desired surfaces and fired
again. Majolicas often have a high gloss and vibrant designs.
Puebla Blue on White
Puebla Blue on White is one of the most common decorated majolicas recovered at Spanish Colonial
sites. It is also the most widespread variety throughout the Spanish Colonial Americas. When originally
identified, the type consisted of all majolica that exhibited blue and white decoration, with no
distinction between designs or motifs. As research progressed on Spanish Colonial ceramics, specific
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variations were assigned to new types. Puebla Blue on White is often referred to as a ceramic Tradition,
due to the many variants of the color use. The specimens that cannot be assigned to a specific variety
within the tradition are referred to as Puebla Blue on White, although there is much variation to the
color hues and paste shades.
Puebla Blue on White is characterized by blue decorations over a white enamel glaze. The paste is
typically cream colored, although some sherds encountered at Spanish Colonial sites in Florida exhibit
pastes from cream to red (FLMNH 2016). The designs on the vessels consist of a band or bands at the
rim, with petal-like brush strokes just beneath. Floral figures are sometimes placed at intervals below
the bands. The central design is usually in the shape of a crane or a floral motif. Other elements that are
found on Puebla Blue on White include dots, lines, and lobes (Fox and Ulrich 2008).
One very small sherd of Puebla Blue on White was recovered from Unit B-8, Level 1 (40-50 cmbd)
(Figure 63). Due to the very small size of the sherd, it is possible that the fragment is from a vessel that
could fall within one of the varieties of the Puebla Blue on White Tradition. The unique color of the
paste in this specimen, though, is similar to Puebla Blue on White encountered in Florida (FLMNH 2016).
Manufacture of this majolica would have spanned the entire 18th century.

Figure 63. Small fragment of a Puebla Blue on White Tradition ceramic.
Monterey Polychrome
The Aranama Polychrome Tradition encompasses a group of decoration styles that utilizes the color
scheme of orange, yellow, green, and brown/black. The ceramic tradition can be broken into
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subcategories related to the color scheme and decoration motifs. The types within this tradition exhibit
a characteristic orange rim band. Monterey Polychrome is one variety of the Aranama Polychrome
Tradition that was recovered during the excavations. Monterey Polychrome has been found at Spanish
Colonial sites in Florida, California, and Texas (Fox and Ulrich 2008).
Monterey Polychrome exhibits a creamy enamel glaze with decorations in green, yellow, and orange
with black accents. Characteristic of the Aranama varieties, Monterey Polychrome exhibits the orange
band along the rim of the vessel (Fox and Ulrich 2008). Monterey Polychrome is found at sites that
exhibit the later portion of Spanish Colonial occupation. It is believed that the dates of manufacture
were between 1775 and 1830 (Fox and Ulrich 2008).
One small rim sherd of Monterey Polychrome was recovered from Test Unit B-8, Level 1 (40-50 cmbd).
The rim sherd exhibits the orange band, but lacks a distinct brown/black outline (Figure 64). The paste
and enamel hue are characteristic of the majolica type.

Figure 64. Monterey Polychrome rim sherd.
Unglazed Wares
Unglazed ceramics are usually considered “utilitarian” wares that were used for cooking and storage.
One of the most common unglazed vessel types is the olla or water container. The unglazed body of this
vessel allowed a slow seeping of water to the surface of the pot, where it evaporated, cooling the pot
surface and the water contained in the vessel. Unglazed ceramics exhibit a variety of clay matrices
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depending on the location of manufacture. Unglazed ceramic sherds recovered from the west wall
excavations fell into two categories: Valero and Indeterminate wheel thrown.
Valero and Valero Red
Two varieties of Valero Ware were encountered during the excavation of the west wall of the Alamo
Complex: Valero (n = 6) and Valero Red (n =4). These sherds exhibit orange paste and are uniform in
color due to a controlled firing atmosphere. The orange paste body exhibits the striation lines
characteristic of manufacture on a pottery wheel. The manufacture of these vessels is believed to have
occurred in Mexico throughout the eighteenth century and into the nineteenth century (Fox and Ulrich
2008). In the United States, the ceramic type appears to be unique to Texas.
The vessels are typically large and may have been used for water storage. Six sherds were identified as
Valero Ware (Figure 65). These sherds were encountered in Unit A-2 and Unit A-6 (see Table 20). It is
very likely that the majority of the 136 unidentified wheel thrown sherds are Valero, but due to the
variation in color they were kept separated.

Figure 65. Valero Ware recovered from Locus A.
Valero Red exhibits the same body as Valero, but also has red decoration on the vessel surface. It is
highly likely that the Valero and Valero Red recovered at the site are from the same vessel, just different
sections that may or may not have the red decoration. Four sherds recovered from Unit A-2 exhibited
the red paint (Figure 66). Three of these sherds were collected from Level 3 (47-59 cmbd).
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Figure 66. Valero Red recovered from Locus A.
Indeterminate
The wheel thrown variety of unglazed ceramic encountered during the project likely is a locally made
ware. These vessels would have been manufactured throughout the Spanish Colonial Period and well
into the 19th century (Fox and Ulrich 2008).
The unidentified wheel thrown sherds recovered from the west wall excavations exhibited two varieties.
One variety appears to be very similar to Valero ware, but was lighter in color (Figure 67). These sherds
were bone tempered and exhibited the fine striations associated with wheel throwing. The second
variety was pale orange in color, and the clay matrix appeared heavily weathered. These sherds
exhibited a calcium carbonate coating. It is likely that they are wheel thrown, but the weathered nature
of the sherds erased the striation lines typical of the throwing method. A total of 136 sherds recovered
from the site fell into the unidentified wheel thrown category. Of these, 45 exhibited the pale orange,
weathered sherds that are likely wheel thrown. The remaining 91 sherds exhibited more typical wheel
thrown characteristics. Unit A-2 produced the highest density of the wheel thrown ceramic sherds.
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Figure 67. Examples of unglazed wheel thrown ceramics.
European Earthenware
Pearlware
Pearlware was developed in Staffordshire, England during the eighteenth century as potters attempted
to emulate Chinese Export Porcelains (Intermountain Antiquities Computer System User’s Guide
[IMACS] 1992). Introduced by the Wedgewood Company in the 1760s, pearlware is considered a
variation of creamware (Noel-Hume 2001). Pearlware paste is similar to creamware in that it is chalky,
off-white, and porous, but the glaze is distinct because cobalt bluing agents were added, causing the
glaze to pool blue-green in vessel crevices instead of creamware’s yellow tint (IMACS 1992). Pearlware
vessels are generally thicker-walled than creamware vessels, and blue transfer print designs are a
common decoration (IMACS 1992). Transfer printing of pearlware began by 1787 (Noel-Hume 2001).
Eight pearlware sherds were recovered from the site; all were found in mixed context at Locus A in Units
A-1, A-6 and A-7. Decorations on these sherds included transfer print and hand paint decoration.
Undecorated sherds were also recovered
Transfer Print
Production of transfer printed wares was first seen in England during the mid-eighteenth century.
Transfer print vessels became a very popular commodity during the remainder of the eighteenth
century and throughout the nineteenth (Fox et al. 1997). English potteries were the prime supplier of
transfer print decorated wares to America until the 1890s (Ulrich et al. 2010). The process of creating a
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transfer print decoration on a vessel consists of several steps. First, vessel forms are created and fired
to the biscuit state. At this point, the desired design plate is inked and transferred (printed) onto a
tissue. The inked tissue is then placed on the biscuit vessel to allow the print to transfer. Once the
design is on the vessel it is fired with a glaze. Transfer prints are typically under the glaze and are
monochrome.
The early versions of vessels with transfer print decoration in San Antonio would have been
manufactured in England. It wasn’t until the 1850s that American manufacturers started producing the
ware. It took several decades before the American factories were able to pose as viable competition to
the British manufacturers.
One sherd of transfer printed pearlware was recovered in Locus A. This hollowware base sherd was
encountered in Unit A-6, Level 2 (25-35 cmbd). A small fragment of blue transfer print was noted on
both the interior and the exterior of the sherd (Figure 68).

Figure 68. Pearlware transfer print from Locus A.
Handpainted
Hand-painted decorations are applied by hand onto the vessel surface, typically under the glaze. Handpainted white-bodied earthenwares (including pearlwares) may have made their way into Texas as early
as the 1830s-1870s via mule train (Ulrich et al. 2010). One piece of hand-painted pearlware was
recovered from Locus A. The sherd exhibited two olive green bands with a band of yellow in the center
along the rim of the sherd (Figure 69).
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Figure 69. Handpainted Pearlware fragment from Locus A.
Undecorated
Six sherds of undecorated pearlware were recovered from the site. All were body sherds and could
represent an undecorated section of a larger, decorated vessel. All sherds were recovered from Locus A,
in Units A-6 and A-7.
Ironstone
Ironstone is a form of white-bodied earthenware that has been fired at higher temperatures creating a
more vitreous paste. Like pearlware, ironstone was created in response to the need for a durable ware
similar to porcelain. The first versions of ironstone were produced in England circa 1800 (FLMNH 2016).
By the 1870s, ironstone was in production in American potteries. Seen as a heavy-duty ceramic type,
ironstone became a common addition to homes and businesses by the mid-to-late nineteenth century.
ironstone became the prominent type utilized in hotels, and continues to be produced today (Samford
2003).
Ironstone differs from white-bodied earthenware because it is a less porous paste, but it is more porous
than porcelain. Ironstone vessels are typically heavier due to the denser paste and thicker walls in
comparison to white-bodied earthenware (Stelle 2001).
One sherd of undecorated Ironstone was recovered in Unit A-2, Level 2 (41-51 cmbd) (Figure 70).
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Figure 70. Undecorated Ironstone sherd.
Indeterminate White Bodied Earthenware
White earthenware ceramics post-date the Spanish Colonial Period, and are typically classified by paste
and decoration. Manufactured in Europe and the eastern United States, these ceramics are considered
to be hard-paste refined earthenwares that evolved over time. Technically creamware, pearlware, and
ironstone fall into this category, as they represent different stages of the goal of achieving a hard bodied
white ceramic resembling porcelain. The indeterminate category represents the sherds on the
continuum between pearlware and ironstone. Historic sites in Texas have produced white earthenwares
as early as the mid-nineteenth century but the arrival of the railroad in the late 1800s increased their
availability (Fox et al. 1997). A total of 10 indeterminate white bodied earthenwares were encountered
at the site. Of these, 4 were undecorated, with the remaining 6 representative of a variety of decorative
techniques: Handpainted, Annular ware, Transfer print, Edgeware, and Undetermined Blue-slipped.
Hand painted
As mentioned in the pearlware discussion, hand painted white bodied earthenware exhibits decorations
that are hand painted onto the vessel surface under the glaze. During the current excavations, only one
hand painted white bodied earthenware sherd was recovered.
One sherd of hand painted White Earthenware was recovered from Locus B during the course of the
investigations. The sherd was noted on the surface near the northwest corner of Unit B-8. The
decoration noted on the sherd from the site exhibited a single, black band (Figure 71). The small rim
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sherd represents a minuscule portion of the larger vessel which likely exhibited the typical vibrant color
decoration of handpainted white earthenwares.

Figure 71. Fragment of Handpainted white-bodied earthenware recovered in Locus B.
Annular Ware
A total of three shards of Annular ware were recovered from the site. In addition, the blue-slipped sherd
is probably Annular ware, however, it could not be positively identified as such thus it is referred to as
undetermined. Annular ware is a variety of decoration that is sometimes referred to as Banded Slipware
(Figure 72). Very early versions were characterized by a white slip over red earthenware decorated with
a checkerboard pattern. There are several different decoration styles within the Annular ware type. The
later varieties, and those encountered at the site, were applied on white earthenware bodies. It
appears that the earliest manufacture of Annular ware began in the 1760s (Carpentier and Rickard
2001:115-134). The process of producing Annular ware became more streamlined with the introduction
of the engine turning lathe (Carpentier and Rickard 2001). The engine turning lathe allowed for a more
precise application of the slip bands as well as cutting geometric patterns into the leatherhard vessel.
Josiah Wedgewood experimented with the engine turning lathe in the late 1760s. By the 1780s, the
technique had taken off and many potters were producing Annular wares (Carpentier and Rickard 2001).
Banded Slipware would have been common throughout the nineteenth century. Many of the potters
were based in England, but by the later portion of the 1800s, the Unites States had entered the market.
Typical dates associated with Annular ware at Texas sites is from the 1830s to the late 1800s.
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Figure 72. White earthernware varieties recovered from Locus A. a) Annular Ware; b) Blue Slip; c)
Edgeware
Edgeware
Edgeware are ceramics that exhibit a decorated edge that is incised, molded, and/or painted to look like
a shell or feather design. The most common color and design was a blue feather edge, but green and
red edgeware was also produced. There is typically no other decoration on Edgeware vessels. Edgeware
was imported from England as early as 1750 and was very popular until the second half of the
nineteenth century (Fox et al 1997). Josiah Wedgewood became the popular producer of Edgeware
during the late eighteenth century (McAllister 2001). Edgeware was considered an economical ceramic
variety, but it was found in many households regardless of their status (McAllister 2001). This was partly
due to the amount of Edgeware that was imported. At one time, Enoch Wood, another producer of
Edgeware, shipped a consignment of Edgeware to America that consisted of 262,000 pieces (McAllister
2001). By 1818, the cost of purchasing a piece of Edgeware was less than purchasing less expensive
wares due to the increased supply (McAllister 2001).
The single sherd of Edgeware recovered (Unit A-6) exhibited a green feather-edge with a molded rim
(Figure 72). The molded rim, feather edge design, and green color indicates that the vessel could have
been manufactured between 1780 and 1830 (McAllister 2001).
Stoneware
Stonewares are high fired, non-permeable ceramics that are constructed from local clays. The vessels
are fired at temperatures ranging from 1200° to 1400° C, similar to porcelain. Due to the lack of Kaolin
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in the clay, the vessels exhibit different characteristics after firing. Typically, the walls of stoneware
vessels are thick. Vessel colors range from near-white to greys and browns. The vessels are nonpermeable even without glazing, but often glaze is applied to the exterior of the vessels. By the midnineteenth century, it was more common to glaze both the interior and exterior. Stoneware vessels
soon replaced the use of lead-glazed ceramics as utilitarian wares (Fox et al 1997).
Most stonewares encountered in the south-central Texas region came from local potteries that were in
operation from the mid-1800s to the mid-1900s (Fox et al 1997). Other examples of stoneware, such as
ginger beer bottles, would have been made outside of the region and brought in. Stoneware technology
was brought to America through European colonists who occupied the eastern coast. The use of
Stoneware moved westward as European settlers and immigrants began residing in previously unsettled
lands.
Two sherds of stoneware were recovered during the excavations of Locus A (Figure 73). One sherd
exhibited an Albany-like Slip exterior. This sherd was recovered from Unit A-1, Level 1 (41-54 cmbd).
The other sherd of stoneware exhibited a salt glazed surface. This salt glazed stoneware was recovered
from the backdirt.

Figure 73. Stoneware sherds collected from Locus A.
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Porcelain
Porcelain is the result of firing a fine-grained clay mixed with Kaolin at very high temperatures. The high
temperatures cause the clay to become highly vitrified producing a nearly translucent ceramic, with
extremely low porosity in the paste. Firing temperatures range from 1280 to 1400ºC (Rice 1987). The
technology of producing porcelain was first seen in China during the ninth and tenth centuries. By the
1600s, Japan began producing their versions of porcelain. Europe did not enter the market until the
early eighteenth century with Germany producing the first varieties followed by France and England
(Rice 1987). Both European and Chinese porcelains were represented in the assemblage.
Ch’ing Blue on White exhibits a blue-tinged paste and glaze. Decoration on Ch’ing Blue on White is
applied under the glaze. Decoration motifs include geometric patterns along the rim while the body
exhibits fish, flowers, landscapes, human figures, animals, and architecture (FLMNH 2016). Dates of
manufacture of the Chinese variety range from the mid-1600s to the early 1900s (FLMNH 2016). The
Chinese porcelains are believed to have a date range in Texas from 1680 to 1820 (Fox and Ulrich 2008).
One fragment of porcelain was identified as the Chinese Ch’ing Blue on White (Figure 74). The sherd
was recovered from Unit A-2, Level 1 (31-43 cmbd).

Figure 74. Chinese porcelain sherd recovered in Locus A.
One fragment of European porcelain was encountered in Unit A-1, Level 1 (41-54 cmbd) as well. The
fragment appears to be from a figurine or a decorative appliqué of a vessel (Figure 75). The fragment
exhibited hints of gilding. European porcelains did not often find their way to San Antonio until the mid19th century.
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Figure 75. Gilded European porcelain recovered from Locus A.

Glass
Glass is manufactured using sand, soda from wood ash, and lime. The impurities found in sand results in
various glass colors that are directly related to the minerals reacting with heat during firing. Difficulties
in procuring pure sand led many bottle manufacturers to produce colored glass. Up until the 1860s,
bottle manufactures would commonly add iron slag to the sand mixture. The addition would result in
vessels that were olive green to amber green in color. On some occasions, the iron slag would create a
glass so dark olive that it appears black. This variety is commonly classified as “Dark Olive” or “Black”.
The darker the shade of green, the better the protection it offered for the contents of the vessel
(Kendrick 1966). A shift in the desirable glass color began in the 1860s, with increased demand for clear
glass by 1880 (Kendrick 1966). The shift was related to the food-preservation and packing industries.
People wanted to be able to see the contents of the jar. To meet the demands, manufacturers added
selenium or manganese to the sand mixture to produce the desired clear vessels. These minerals would
bleach the impurities naturally occurring in the sand. Initially, the selenium and manganese bleached
vessels would be clear but exposure to sunlight over the years created another chemical reaction that
turned the clear glass to colored. Manganese would result in solarized, or purpled, glass. Selenium
bleached glass would end up as an amber, or straw, colored glass. The use of manganese dramatically
dropped off due to the onset of World War I. By 1914, very few manufacturers had access to the mineral
(Kendrick 1966). Selenium was used in place of manganese until circa 1930. By then, the use of both
bleaching minerals was discontinued (Kendrick 1966). Less expensive methods to bleach glass had been
developed by this point, and clear glass manufacturing was no longer an issue.
145

Aqua glass is the result of naturally occurring iron impurities found in most sand, when color neutralizing
agents were not added during the glass making process. A common color from the early nineteenth
century to the 1920s, aqua glass was used in all types of jars and bottles and continued to be used in
canning jar production into the 1930s. Around the 1920s, aqua glass was supplanted by colorless glass
due to consumer preference. However, shades of aqua in soda bottle form are still produced today,
when glass is used for soda bottles (Lindsey 2014).
Glass production prior to the 19th century was free-blown which produces distinct characteristics such as
pontil scars, thin vessel walls, bubbles in the glass, and the appearance of wavy lines in oxidized glass
(McKearin & McKearin 1941; Lindsey 2014). Utilitarian glassware from the colonial period is found in
clear and variously hued green varieties (Deagan 1987:128). The 19th century saw the industrialization of
glass production in both Europe and the United States. Fixed molds in, one, two or three parts were
introduced to both speed up production and to provide regularity to vessel size and form. Molded glass
production can be pressed or “blown-in-mold” (BIM). BIM bottles of the 19th century bottles are
characterized by mold lines as well as distinctive finishes to the bottle lip. Similarly, pressed glass also
exhibits distinctive mold seams. Glass colors became more varied in the mid to late 19th century with the
introduction of amber/brown glass, cobalt blue, and milk glass becoming more abundant by the close of
the century. The BIM production method, with varying improvements, persisted throughout the 19th
century until the introduction of automated machine manufacturing by Owens in 1903 (Kemmer &
Meyers 1939:7). Machine made bottles of the 20th century are characterized by their uniformity, general
lack of mold seams, and wide variety of colors.
A total of 182 glass artifacts were found at the site, 177 of which were from Locus A, and 5 of which
were found at Locus B (Table 22, Table 23, and
Figure 76). For purposes of analysis, glass was divided by color, function and provenience (unit and
level). Color was grossly separated into six color categories, e.g., all shades of brown and amber glass
were grouped together as were all shades of green glass. Function, where discernable, was divided
between containers, window and chimney glass. Glass beads were separated from these categories as
well. Provenience was derived through specific unit and level designations. Tables 22 and 23
demonstrate that the majority of glass at the site came from the uppermost level of excavation within
each unit. In part, this is due to differential excavation in that fewer units with levels 2, 3, and 4 were
excavated in proportion to the number of units in which level 1 was excavated. Secondly, there are
frequency differences between Unit A-1, Units A-2-A-5, and Units A-6 & A-7, each of which represented
a different excavation area within Locus A. Units A-1, and A-6 & A-7 are more similar to one another
with higher counts of glass while Units A-2 to A-5 are conspicuous by their paucity of recovered glass.
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Figure 76. Selection of glass from Locus A

Table 22. Glass Distribution at Locus A
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1
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1

7

4

3

4

3

41
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3

1

10

Bead

4
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23
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3

5

2
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1

7

1
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1
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1
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6

Clear

1
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Level 1 (44–54)
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Window
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Unit A-1

1

2

10

10

5

51

3

3

14

Unit A-1-North Extension
Level 1 (44–54)

1

1

7

3

4

21

3

1

11

3

1

12

1
1

1
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Level 1 (44–54)
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1
3

1

5
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3

1

5

1
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1

1

2

1

1

7
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3

1
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2

2

5

4
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2

2

5

4

13
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1

1
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1

1

1
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Unit A-4
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Level 1 (30–40)

1
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3

2

5
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4

2

6

1
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4
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18

8

1

1
1
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36

5

1

4

1

1
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1

2

1

43

1
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4
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2

9

3

Subtotal

2

9

3

6
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1

8

1

2

1

1

5

1

2

6

23

1

2

6

23

1

4

17
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1

14

1

2
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8
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Green
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Unit and Level
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Table 23. Glass Distribution at Locus B

Unit B-1
Level 1 (50-60)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Unit B-2
Level 2 (60-70)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Unit B-8
Level 1 (40-50)

2

2

Subtotal

2

2

Unit B-9
Level 1 (40-50)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

1

5

Grand Total

2

1

1

Table 22 again shows similarities between the glass recovered from Units A-1, A-6, & A-7. In addition to
the significant counts, only Units A-1, A-6 & A-7 has amber/brown glass, cobalt blue glass or milk glass.
Units A-2 through A-5 have both fewer glass shards and fewer colors represented.
A review of function is also demonstrative of vertical and horizontal differences in the distribution of
glass. Parsing the glass between container, window and chimney glass correlates with the overall glass
distribution pattern noted above. The frequency and distribution of glass container shards show a
pattern of significant amounts of container glass in level 1, followed by a dramatic decline in level 2, to a
small presence in level 3-4. Again, similarities are present for clusters A-1 and A-6 & A-7. The internal
similarity between Units A-2 through A-5 also persists, and is markedly different from the other two
clusters at Unit A-1 and Units A-6 & A-7.
A review of both window and chimney glass shards reflects similar frequency and distribution
differences as well. The majority of window glass is confined to the first level, and the remaining from
level 2. The chimney glass is only found in Unit 1 and its North and South extensions in both Level 1 and
Level 2.
The overwhelming majority of recovered glass from the current excavations are from the late 19th and
20th century and are examples of both BIM and machine made processes (n = 128) (Table 24). One clear
glass shard that exhibits a pontil scar was recovered from Unit A-6, Level 1 (15-25 cmbd) (Figure 77), but
the relative thickness of the shard and square form indicate that is most likely of late nineteenth century
manufacture.
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Semi-Machine

Machine

Indeterminate

Grand Total

Blown
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Table 24. Bottle manufacture types from Loci A and B.
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16

9
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7

7
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6

2
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1

4
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7

6
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3
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3
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3
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4

5
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4

5

9
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1

1
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5
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6

6

5
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3
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2
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1

1
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1
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1

1
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1

1
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1

1
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1

1
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2
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1

1
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1

1
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2
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2
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Unit B-8
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1

5

5

64

Figure 77. Colorless glass with pontil mark recovered from Unit 6, level 1.
A single shard of clear, free-blown glass was recovered from the south half of Unit A-6, Level 4 (45-55
cmbd), and is the only example of probable colonial glass recovered (Figure 78). Glass is much less
abundant in Spanish Colonial sites for several reasons: cost, transport, and fragility. Ceramics – both
imported from Mexico and those locally made, were less expensive and more durable than free-blown
glass. As a result, glass, while present in Spanish Colonial mission sites, is minimal in relation to ceramics,
and where present is most often in the form of olive or green wine bottles.
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Figure 78. Possible Spanish Colonial glass sherd from Unit A-6, Level 4.
A total of 71% of the glass is attributable to containers (versus drinking glasses or other table service
ware). Much of the clear 19th century BIM glass is from pharmaceutical bottles and undoubtedly related
to the pharmacy located in the Locus A vicinity from the period circa 1880-1905 (Sanborn 1885:3;
1888:3; 1892:19; 1904:V2:106). One fragment of a clear glass pharmacy bottle was recovered that
clearly indicates that it is from a local druggist as it is Embossed; "-ENMA-" "-ECARY" "-NIO TEX-" – giving
the name of the druggist which is only partial, followed next by “[APOTH]ECARY and [SAN ANTO]NIO
TEX[AS] (Figure 79).
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Figure 79. Apothecary bottle glass fragment.
Two beads classified as “personal” item were recovered from Locus A. One light emerald green bead
came from Unit A-6, Level 3 (35-45 cmbd) and is a 2.5mm by 1mm “seed” bead (Figure 80), so-called on
account of their small size. An additional black “seed” bead was recovered from a bulk sample collected
from Unit A-2, Level 3 (47-51 cmbd). These beads came in a variety of colors with blue predominating.
The beads size and color is similar to beads recovered from the French shipwreck of the La Belle which
sank in Matagorda Bay in 1686. Both the specimen and La Belle beads are similar to the Kidd & Kidd
bead classifications Ia9 and identified by Perttula as La Belle Variety 5, respectively (Kidd & Kidd
1970:227 & 229; Perttula Unpublished Manuscript 2015). Glass beads, often referred to as “trade
beads”, have a long history. The first record of glass beads being imported and distributed in the New
World is recorded in Christopher Columbus’ own ship’s log where he describes presenting the natives
with “red caps and some strings of green glass beads” (Orchard, 1975). The bead’s origin is almost
certainly European where numerous glass factories in Italy, France and Spain produced millions of seed
beads for trade and influence with Native Americans.
4
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Figure 80. Glass bead collected from Unit A-6, Level 3 (35-45 cmbd)
Summary of Glass Artifacts
The glass artifact assemblage distribution across site and across the seven units is informative. Only five
pieces of glass were recovered from Locus B. However, in Locus A, the high density of glass in the upper
two levels, decreasing in abundance with depth, indicate that these materials are in some sort of rough
stratigraphic sequence although potentially mixed in the upper levels as a result of the razing of the
Maverick Building in 1983-1984 and the subsequent leveling and construction of the Paseo del Alamo
and Maverick Walk. The relative scarcity of glass in the lower levels correlates with the expectation of
low production and use levels in colonial and post-colonial Spanish sites. The higher density of ceramics
in the lower levels as compared to the upper levels also corroborates this temporal shift from ceramic to
glass that occurred in the nineteenth century.

Metal
Metal artifacts consisted of items identified as Fasteners, Scrap or Unknown, Tack, and Arms. A total of
163 metal items were recovered during current excavations, with 129 coming from Locus A and 34 from
Locus B (Table 25, Table 26, and Figure 81). Depending on condition and recognizable form, metal
artifacts can be specifically time diagnostic (e.g. coins). However, most metals oxidize and the products
of oxidation degrade the artifact and often obscure the form making interpretation difficult, and in the
case of ferrous metal, often impossible. For example, a total of 29 ferrous items were recovered in Locus
A whose oxidized state prevented functional or direct temporal attribution outside of stratigraphic
context.
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Only two types of metal were recovered, ferrous and cuprous (iron and/or iron alloyed and copper
and/or copper alloyed). The preponderance (124 of 127, or 98%) of recovered metal is ferrous, the
remaining three being items made from copper or copper alloys. The cuprous items will be discussed
separately following the general discussion of metal and the ferrous metal artifacts. Investigating the
distribution of metal by count, unit and level (Table 25 and Table 26) demonstrates similarity to the
location of glass artifacts – the highest densities are in the Unit 1, Unit 6 & 7 clusters with much less
metal present in the cluster of Units 2, 3, 4, & 5, and fewer metal artifacts recovered from Locus B.

Figure 81. Example of metal artifacts recovered from the site.
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Table 25. Metal Distribution in Locus A
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Table 26. Metal Distribution Locus B

Unit B-1
Level 2 (60-70)

1
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1
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34

1

1

1

Fasteners
Typical types of fasteners recovered at the site included nails, bolts, screws, and fencing staples. Nails
vary temporally and can be attributed to wrought, plate cut (square nails), extruded wire nails or nails so
oxidized and corroded that their attribution was listed as indeterminate. Wrought nails and spikes are
hand wrought (blacksmith forged) and generally indicative of pre-1800 manufacture and therefor
temporally indicative of Spanish Colonial occupation (Nelson 1968:205). A single example of a possibly
forged nail or spike was recovered in the contents of Feature A2, Level 3. However, the feature appears
to date to the 19th century making the assumption of a colonial temporal attribution tenuous.
The advent of industrialization and casting technology resulted in the production in vast quantities of
plate cut nails which have distinctive morphological characteristics. The production process for these
nails had them cast as a monolithic plate which was then die-cut under pressure resulting in nails that
have a square to rhomboid cross section and taper from the striking end to the point (Fontana &
Greenleaf 1962:53; Nelson 1968:206-207). These first nails manufactured by machines were made in
two parts: the head and shaft. These machines were likely used until 1820, when a new machine was
invented in 1810 that manufactured the nails in one piece began to gain popularity (Visser 1997). This
type of cut nail is the most common version found between 1820 and end of the nineteenth century.
During the later years of the 1800s, another method of manufacturing nails by using steel wire became
popular. Wire nails became the most commonly used nail in the United States by 1913 (Visser 1997).
Wire nail machines were first introduced in the mid-1850s but were in smaller sizes utilized for box
building. It was not until the period 1870-1890 that wire nails began to be produced for residential and
commercial buildings (Nelson 1968:212-213). As a result, plate cut nails ceased general production
around 1890 with the advent of industrial extrusion machines producing wire nails (Fontana & Greenleaf
1962:50; Nelson 1968:212).
The distribution of cut nails, wire nails, and indeterminate nails (Table 25 and Table 26) Overall, at Locus
A, both wire and cut nails are found only in the upper levels. More square plate cut nails were recovered
overall, and seven were recovered in areas considered to be intact and that predate the 19th century.
However, these deposits are likely associated with intrusive features, suggesting the nails (both cut and
wire) are confined to the upper levels of the site in Locus A. Considering the building and demolition
history on the site it is probable that the abundance of cut nails at Locus A are attributable to the
Maverick Building constructed sometime between 1877 & 1882 – the height of square plate cut nail
production and the beginning of the period of introduction of wire nails. The presence of wire nails is
also not surprising as the Maverick Building continued in use and operation for 83 years of the 20th
century.
One cut nail was recovered from Test Unit B-8, Level 1 (40-50 cmbd). This is the same level that the two
majolica fragments were encountered in Unit B-8, supporting that there has been disturbance and
mixing of deposits in these levels. Three wire nails were encountered in Test Unit B-1. One was collected
from Level 2 (60-70 cmbd). The other two were recovered during the excavation of Level 3 (70-80
cmbd), also supporting the idea that the deposits at Locus B to at least 80 cmbd are disturbed. Two wire
158

nails, which were manufactured at a later date, were recovered in Unit B-8, Level 2 (50-60 cmbd),
supporting the same.
Other Identifiable Ferrous Artifacts
A heavily oxidized scissors fragment identified by Sam Nesmith of the Texas Museum of Military History,
was recovered from Unit A-2, Level 3 (Figure 82). According to Mr. Nesmith, this fragment could be
Spanish colonial in date.

Figure 82. Scissors/hasp knife.
Scrap
Ferrous scrap metal comprised the second largest portion of metal artifacts recovered at Locus A and
the largest portion of the metal artifacts recovered at Locus B (Table 26). These were fragments of metal
that either originated from cans, wire, straps, or rusted pieces of metal that left no defining
characteristics. At Locus A, 28 pieces (184.75 g) of scrap metal were recovered, and at Locus B, twentyfive fragments weighing approximately 68.24 g were encountered. Unit B-3, Level 2 (60-70 cmbd)
appears to have the produced the highest density of scrap metal fragments.
Cuprous Artifacts
The three cuprous artifacts recovered from 41BX6 include a tinker’s damn, a small length of cuprous
wire, and a bronze musket finial. The first two will be addressed here while the musket trigger guard
finial will be addressed separately under the Arms section below. The tinker’s dam is a small sheet of
copper with distinct rivet holes indicating that this was a patch repair for a pot or other vessel (Figure
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83). The tinker’s dam was recovered from Unit A-6, Level 3 (35-45 cmbd), and while there is some
mixing in the upper portion of this level, it is most probable that this copper patch is of colonial or postcolonial age (circa 1750-1835). The cuprous wire fragment was recovered in Unit A-1, Level 1 (44-54
cmbd) and is late 19th to middle 20th century in origin – possibly a fragment of insulated electrical wire.

Figure 83. Tinker’s dam—copper.
Arms
Three metal artifacts recovered from 41BX6 fell into the arms category. These artifacts included a gun
finial and a Martingale plate from Locus A and a sword tip from Locus B. Military historian Sam Nesmith,
of the Texas Museum of Military History, inspected each of these artifacts and provided identification.
Amy Borgens, the State Marine Archaeologist, also provided identification and information on the finial.
The bronze or brass finial was recovered from Unit A-7, Level 1 (22-35 cmbd). The finial is likely from an
early-to-mid-eighteenth century French firearm (Samuel P. Nesmith, personal communication with Kay
Hindes; Amy Borgens, email correspondence, August, 2016). Mr. Nesmith identified the artifact as a
forward finial to a pistol trigger guard which may have predated the Battle and could have been
associated with the soldiers from the Alamo de Parras stationed at the site ca. 1803-1806 (Samuel P.
Nesmith, personal communication with Kay Hindes, August, 2016). Ms. Borgens noted this type of
trigger guard design occurs on both pistols and longarms, so that further research would be necessary to
definitively identify to which type of firearm this artifact may have belonged. She also noted the dates
for this type of artifact may have been as early as 1708 (Amy Borgens, email communication, August,
2016).
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The finial is made of bronze or brass and has a coat of green oxidation over its surface (Figure 84). The
fragment is 33.46 mm long, 14.05 mm wide at its widest point, and weighs 3.75 g. It resembles the front
finials on longarm trigger guards recovered at the Gilbert Site in Rains County, Texas as well as the front
finial on a longarm trigger guard from Tunica in Louisiana (Gladysz 2011:147). The fact that the weapon
is 18th century in date and of French origin most likely indicates that the finial is associated with the
Mission Period (1724-1793) or possibly with the Alamo de Parras regiment (1803- 1835).

Figure 84. Musket Trigger Guard Finial.
The martingale plate was recovered from Unit A-2, Level 3 (51-59 cmbd). A martingale plate is a piece of
horse tack specifically designed to prevent the horse’s head from rising too far upwards to either block
the rider’s view or to butt the rider. The martingale would be suspended by either leather or chain
across the breast of the horse in a Y-yoke and then these straps or chains would be cinched to restrict
the upward movement of the horse’s head. Martingales are found in both military and non-military
contexts; however, the presence of a martingale plate at 41BX6 is likely indicative of a military
association. Sam Nesmith noted this specimen would have dated to circa 1820-1840s. He also noted this
specimen would likely have been associated with a Mexican junior officer or Texian volunteer, and could
be battle-related (Sam Nesmith, personal communication with Kay Hindes, August 2016). The
Martingale plate recovered from Unit 2 is 57.44mm long, 34.15mm wide, 13.32mm thick and weighs
31.91g (Figure 85). The plate may have been recovered from Feature A-2 within Unit A-2, Level 3, where
a concentration of ferrous artifacts was noted. This feature was the only intrusion into a level that
otherwise contains artifacts dating to the Spanish Colonial period.
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Figure 85. Martingale Plate.

One artifact recovered during the excavation of the south wall (Locus B) units fell into the Arms
category. This was the fragment of sword recovered from the east wall of Test Unit B-1, Level 4 (80-90
cmbd) (Figure 86).
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Figure 86. Fragment of French briquet sword (c. 1826).
The sword fragment was examined by Sam Nesmith, who identified the artifact as a broken tip of a
sword known as a briquet. The French-manufactured sword would have been issued to
noncommissioned Mexican infantryman prior to the Battle of the Alamo (Nesmith, Personal
Communication with Kay Hindes, 2016). Mr. Nesmith’s analysis suggested two possibilities for the break
in the sword based on the breakage pattern and torque of the tip: one is that it may have resulted from
using the sword as a digging tool when excavating fortification trenches as ordered by Mexican General
Martín Perfecto de Cos while the other is that it could have been broken during the battle. This artifact
was recovered from the top of Level 3, which contained a mixture of Spanish Colonial through 20th
century (asphalt, wire nails), suggesting it was in mixed context. While Feature B-3 was also
encountered at this depth, the sword tip was found outside the feature.

Organic Material
Organic materials encountered during the excavations consisted of faunal bone (n = 690), mussel shell (n
= 13), unidentified mollusk shell (n = 4), a human deciduous molar (n = 1) coal (n = 43), coal slag (n = 5),
thread (n = 1), shoe leather (n = 1), hackberry seeds (n = 3), and wood (n = 2). The faunal bone and
human remains recovered during the current investigation are presented by unit and level for Locus A in
Table 27 and for Locus B in Table 28, while all additional organic materials are presented in Table 29 for
both loci. Aside from the faunal remains (faunal bone and shell), no additional analysis was conducted
for the organic material assemblage.
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Table 28. Bone and Shell recovered from Locus B.
Faunal Remains
Bone

Unit and Level

Shell

1

2

Level 4 (80-90)

1

Subtotal

17

Grand Total

Polished

16

Mussel

Cut

Level 3 (70-80)

Cut and
Polished

Unidentified

Modified

Unit B-1
6

25
1

1

2

6

26

Unit B-2
Level 2 (60-70)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Unit B-3
Level 2 (60-70)

4

4

Level 4 (80-90)
Subtotal

4

1

1

1

5

Unit B-5
Level 1 (50-60)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Unit B-6
Level 1 (50-60)

1

Level 2 (60-70)

1

Subtotal

2

1

2
1

1

3

Unit B-8
Level 1 (40-50)

26

Level 2 (50-60)

1

Subtotal

27

28

2

1
29

2

Unit B-9
Level 2 (50-60)

12

12

Subtotal

12

12

Grand Total

62

2

4

1

8
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Table 29. Additional Organic Material Collected from Loci A and B

Wood

Macro-botanical
Hackberry
Seed

Shoe
Shoe
Leather

Thread

Coal

Textile
Coal Slag

Coal

Unit and Level

Grand Total

Additional Organic Materials

Unit A-1-North Extension
Level 1 (44–54)

2

2

Subtotal

2

2

Unit A-1 South Extension
Level 2 (54–63)

3

1

4

Subtotal

3

1

4

Level 1 (30-40)

1

Unit A-2
1

Level 2 (40-50)

Subtotal

3

3

Level 3 (50-60)

1

1
1

1

5

3

Unit A-3
Level 2 (40-50)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Level 2 (40–50)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Unit A-5

Unit A-6
Level 1 (15-25)

1

1

Level 3 (35-45)

3

3

Subtotal

4

4

Level 1 (25-35)

6

6

Subtotal

6

6

Unit A-7

Unit B-2
Level 3 (70-80)

3

Level 2 (60-70)

2

Subtotal

5

Unit B-3
Level 2 (60-70)

27

Subtotal
Grand Total

43

5

1

1
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3

2

55

Faunal Remains Overview
A total of 707 faunal bone and shell were examined including 630 specimens from Locus A (Table 30)
and 77 specimens from Locus B (Table 31). Overall, the faunal assemblage across the site was highly
fragmented. As a result, 93 percent of the faunal bone from Locus A (n = 588) and 87 percent from Locus
B (n = 67) were classified as indeterminate large mammal, medium mammal, small mammal, mammal,
bird, and mollusk shell. At Locus A, 34 specimens representing 11 taxa were classified as wild animal and
8 specimen representing four taxa were classified as domesticates. Rabbits (n = 7) and rodents (n = 6)
were the most predominant wild taxa, while cattle (n = 5) were the most common of the domesticated
animals. At Locus B, wild animal remains also appear more prevalent with 9 specimens representing two
taxa classified as wild animal and one specimen representing one taxon classified as domesticates.
Freshwater mussel shell was the most common taxa at this locale comprising 80 percent (n = 8) of the
total identifiable taxa.
The general condition of the faunal assemblage from site 41BX6 is poor. The high level of fragmentation
may be attributed to butchery or various post-depositional processes including natural impacts such as
trampling and weathering and/or artificial impacts such as construction related activities associated with
urban development. Though fragmentation of the faunal assemblage was high, the prevalence of
burned or gnawed bone was extremely low. Of the total 707 faunal remains, only 50 specimens were
burnt (indeterminate large mammal = 21, indeterminate medium mammal = 21, indeterminate small
mammal = 2, and indeterminate mammal = 5), and only one specimen (indeterminate medium
mammal) exhibited rodent gnaw marks.
A small percentage of faunal bone recovered from Locus A (n = 14) and Locus B (n = 7) was noted to be
intentionally modified by human activity. This includes cutting, polishing, and manufacturing of personal
products. Processing of domestic and possibly wild animals for consumption was evident by the
presence of saw cut marks, representing dismemberment marks, on the ends of long bone shaft
fragments classified as cattle (n = 1), pig (n = 1), large mammal (n = 4), and medium mammal (n = 1).
While one specimen exhibited a series of possible knife tool marks, these marks were located along the
inner surface of the bone; and therefore, are not related to animal butchery. Two specimens with saw
marks were identified as a cross-section of a pig tibia (Figure 87) that was likely the center bone of a
ham hock from Locus A and a cross-section of a cow femur (Figure 88) that was likely the center bone of
a round steak from Locus B. Bones which exhibit saw cut marks indicate a deposition date that
postdates the Spanish Colonial Period. During the Spanish Colonial Period, butchering of livestock would
have been done using metal knives. The use of a saw to portion meat came into common practice in San
Antonio during the mid-1800s (Christenson 1996: 324, Lagenwalter 1988, and Meissner 2001: 39).
While the cut bone assemblage at site 41BX6 is largely the result of food processing and consumption,
two specimens are the by-product of bone button manufacturing. At Locus A, two bone button blank
fragments were recovered (Figure 89). These bone button blank fragments are thin sheets of bone with
circular holes where buttons have been mechanically cut out and removed.
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Table 30. Faunal Remains for Locus A, NISP by Taxon.
Taxa
Domestic

Bos taurus
Sus scrofa
Gallus gallus
Felis Catus

Common Name
Cattle
Pig
Chicken
Cat

Odocoileus virginianus
Sylvilagus floridanus
Neotoma albigula
Pseudemys scripta elegans
Meleagris gallopavo
Ictalurus punctatus
Crotalus
Rodentia
Sciuridae
Actinopterygii
Lampsilis

% of NISP

5
1
1
1

11.9
2.4
2.4
2.4
19.1

8

Subtotal
Wild

NISP

Subtotal

34

2.4
16.5
2.4
4.8
2.4
11.9
4.8
14.3
2.4
7.1
11.9
80.9

Total Identified

42

100

White-tailed Deer
Eastern Cottontail Rabbit
White-throated Woodrat
Red-eared Slider Turtle
Turkey
Channel Catfish
Rattlesnakes
Rodents
Squirrels
Fish (Ray-finned)
Freshwater Mussel

Unidentifiable

1
7
1
2
1
5
2
6
1
3
5

Large Mammal, Indeterminate
Medium Mammal, Indeterminate
Small Mammal, Indeterminate
Mammal, Indeterminate
Bird, Indeterminate
Mollusk Shell, Indeterminate

133
250
59
130
12
4

Subtotal

588

Total Faunal Remains

630
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Table 31. Faunal Remains for Locus B, NISP by Taxon.
Taxa
Domestic

Bos taurus

Common Name
Cattle

Actinopterygii
Lampsilis

% of NISP

1

10
10

1

Subtotal
Wild

NISP

Subtotal

9

10
80
90

Total Identified

10

100

Unidentifiable

Fish
Freshwater Mussel

1
8

Large Mammal, Indeterminate
Medium Mammal, Indeterminate
Small Mammal, Indeterminate
Mammal, Indeterminate

4
22
2
39

Subtotal

67

Total Faunal Remains

77

In addition to cutting, polishing was observed on 12 specimens classified as either indeterminate large
or medium mammal within the faunal assemblage (Figure 90). While these polished bone specimens
may represent worked bone items such as knife handles, none of the specimens were complete enough
to identify with certainty their specific function or utility.
One modified bone specimen recovered from Locus A was identified as a toothbrush head. Polished and
mechanically cut (Figure 91), this specimen was classified as a personal item based on its definable
function. This artifact, when originally produced, would have had brush bristles mounted through the
regularly punched holes. Mass production of toothbrushes in the United States began in 1885 utilizing a
design with a bone handle with a head bored with holes for Siberian boar hair bristles (American Dental
Association 2016, American Library of Congress, 2016). The specimen dates to the late 19th to the early
20th century when manufacturers were transitioning from bone to celluloid handles (Kumar 2011:412413).
While bone was the most common type of faunal material with evidence of deliberate modification, it
was not the only material type. A shell button, also classified as a personal item, was recovered from the
back dirt of Units A-6 & A-7 (Figure 92). The source for shell buttons can be either from nacreous marine
or riverine bivalves with marine shell having greater brilliance and iridescence (Albert and Kent 1949:58;
Meissner 1997:121). The button’s material and style date it to the mid-19th to early 20th centuries. This
date range is predicated on the introduction of the machine cut button which occurred circa 1850 and
the introduction of celluloid and other synthetic materials in the first quarter of the 20th century (Albert
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& Kent 1949:59). Machine made shell buttons are often recovered in sites from this time period and
were very inexpensive – selling for as cheap as .08 cents a dozen in the 1897 Sears, Roebuck & Company
Catalog (Sears, Roebuck Co. 1897:319).

Figure 87. Saw cut pig tibia collected from Locus A
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Figure 88. Saw cut cow femur from Locus B

Figure 89. Bone button blank fragments collected from Locus A.
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Figure 90. Polished bone collected from Unit A-2, Level 3 (50-60 cmbd).

Figure 91. Bone toothbrush recovered from Locus A.
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Figure 92. Shell button collected from Locus A
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Faunal Remains from Intact Deposits
While a total of 707 faunal specimens were recovered from Locus A and B during the course of the
current investigations, the majority of these specimens (70 percent, n = 500) were collected from a
mixed context (Figure 93). Only those specimens recovered from Unit A2, Level 3 (50-60 cmbd); Unit A6,
Level 4 (45-48 cmbd); and Unit A6 NW1/4, Level 4 (48-55 cmbd) are likely associated with intact soil and
intact deposits dating to the Spanish Colonial period. Interestingly, the two highest rates of recovery for
faunal remains came from two of these three proveniences. Unit A6, Level 4 (45-48 cmbd) had an
average recovery rate of 18.3 specimens per 1-centimeter level, while Unit A2, Level 3 (50-60 cmbd) had
an average recovery rate of 15 specimens per 1-centimeter level (see Tables 27 and 28). Rate of
recovery for the rest of the proveniences containing faunal remains ranged from 13.4 to 0.1 specimens
per 1-centimeter level.

Faunal Remains

Mixed Context
Unit 2, Level 3 (50-60 cmbd)
Unit 6, Level 4 (45-48 cmbd)
Unit 6, Level 4 (48-55 cmbd)

Figure 93. Proportion of faunal remains within mixed vs intact context.
A total of 207 faunal specimens are likely associated with intact deposits. Like the overall faunal
assemblage, the faunal assemblage associated with intact deposits is poorly preserved and highly
fragmented. As a result, 92 percent of these faunal specimens were classified as indeterminate large
mammal (n = 24), medium mammal (n = 51), small mammal (n = 37), mammal (n = 70), bird (n = 5), and
mollusk shell (n = 3) (Figure 94). However, 16 specimens representing 8 taxa were identified as wild
animal, and one specimen representing one taxon (cattle) was identified as domesticate. Rabbits (n = 5)
followed by rodents (n = 3) were the most predominant identifiable taxa within this assemblage. A
possible explanation for the higher number of rabbits and rodent than identifiable large and/or medium
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mammals is differential preservation between elements of small vs large size animals. However, it is also
possible that the trend actually reflects a difference between animals that died naturally within the soil
and those that were butchered.

Number of Identified Specimens per taxon
within intact deposits

Mollusk Shell

Bird

Mammal

Small Mammal

Medium Mammal

Large Mammal

Mussel

Rodent

Fish (Ray-finned)

Squirrel

Turtle

Rattlesnake

Catfish

Rabbit

Cattle

75
70
65
60
55
50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

Figure 94. NISP per taxon within intact deposits
The high level of fragmentation within the 207-specimen assemblage may be attributed to butchery or
post-depositional processes such as trampling and weathering. Only 5 of the 207 specimens were burnt,
and none exhibited carnivore or rodent gnawing. Burning and gnawing are similar in that they tend to be
more common on bones which have remained on or near the surface for longer periods of time. The low
account of these modifications on the faunal assemblage might indicate that the remains were buried
fairly quickly. Of the faunal remains that were determined to be deliberately modified by human activity
presented above, only 5 are assumed to have been recovered from intact deposits. These specimens are
all polished bone fragments with indeterminate use.

Construction Material
Construction related artifacts were represented in the cultural resource assemblage at both locations,
and included both historic-age and modern materials (Figure 95). At Locus A, this category accounted
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for 301 artifacts (Table 32), while at Locus B, it accounted for 22 artifacts (Table 33). Locus A was the site
of structures associated with the west wall complex of the mission, as well as for nineteenth century
structures, which accounts for much of the construction material found at this location. At Locus B,
where the south wall associated with the mission was located, the site has undergone utility and
infrastructure work, the remnants of which are also well-represented at this location.

Figure 95. Example of construction materials recovered from the site including (From top right to
bottom left) asphalt, asbestos tile, brick, plaster, concrete, sewer pipe, and ceramic tile.
Roughly 60 percent of the construction material at Locus A was recovered from the first 10 cm of the
units. As this level was directly under the overburden, and Locus A contained 19th century structures
that were demolished during construction of the paseo to the Riverwalk, the presence of a large amount
of construction related items in the uppermost levels is unsurprising. Most of the material in the upper
levels of the units at Locus A contained construction materials that ranged from modern materials
including linoleum and asphalt to historic-age materials including hand-made brick.
Across the excavation area, Units A-1 and A-6 had the highest number of construction related artifacts
(Table 32). While these units contained a variety of materials, they also contained high counts of plaster
and brick (Figure 96). While the upper levels of these units demonstrate a mix of modern and historicage construction materials, Unit A-6, Level 4 contains only two pieces of plaster, which are likely historicage, and support the idea that Level 4 consists of intact soils and Spanish Colonial deposits within this
unit.
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Table 32. Construction materials encountered in Locus A.

1

29

11

1

3

81

Grand Total
52

1

Linoleum
2

11

Stone Tile

Porcelain Tile

Sandstone Tile

Ceramic Tile

Asbestos Tile/
Fragments

Concrete

Asphalt

Sewer Pipe

Other

Lime plaster

Painted plaster

Plaster

Mortar

Mortar/ Plaster

Unknown
Manufacture

Hand-Made

Unit and Level

Machine-Made

Brick

Unit A-1
Level 1 (44-54)

15

Level 2 (54-64)

3

Subtotal

18

1

25
3

1

3

25

1

2

1

4

5

2

4

7

6
6

Unit A-1-North Extension
Level 1 (44–54)

3

1

4

Subtotal

3

1

4

Unit A-1 South Extension
Level 1 (44–54)

4

2

Level 2 (54–63)
Subtotal

4

2

1

9

3

2

16

5

3

25

1

1

7

2

1

1

7

2

11

3

3

4

3

3

5

2

Unit A-2
Level 1 (30-40)

1

1

Level 2 (40-50)
Level 3 (50-60)

5

1

8

1

22

2

39

9

9

Subtotal

1

20

5

Unit A-3
Level 1 (30–40)

2

Level 2 (40-50)

3

Subtotal

5

Level 1 (30–40)

1

2
2

7

3
2

1

1

2

2

11

2

1

4

2

2

18

2
1

3

7

3

3

Unit A-4
1

Level 2 (40-50)
Subtotal

1

1

1
8

Unit A-5
Level 2 (40–50)

3

2

1

4

10

Subtotal

3

2

1

4

10
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Linoleum

Grand Total

1

Stone Tile

Porcelain Tile

3

Sandstone Tile

Ceramic Tile

Asbestos Tile/
Fragments

Concrete

56

Asphalt

3

Sewer Pipe

Lime plaster

Other

Painted plaster

Plaster

Mortar

Mortar/ Plaster

Unknown
Manufacture

Hand-Made

Unit and Level

Machine-Made

Brick

2

75

Unit A-6
Level 1 (15-25)

4

Level 2 (25-35)
Level 3 (35-45)

3

2

1

7

4

7

Level 4 (45-48)

2

Subtotal

11

Level 1 (25-35)

5

3

1

6

1

1

16

1

2

1

3

1
56

2

5

4

1

2

100

10

3

8

1

1

15

1

1

15

Unit A-7
Subtotal

5

8

Back dirt
No Provenance
Subtotal
Grand Total

1

1
47

1
5

1
5

6

70

14

60
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1

5

12

30

24

2

6

2

12

301

Table 33. Construction materials encountered in Locus B.

Grand Total

Stone Tile

Brick

Asphalt

Unit and Level

Sewer Pipe

Construction

Unit B-1
Level 3 (70-80)

1

2

3

Subtotal

1

2

3

Unit B-2
Level 2 (60-70)

1

Level 3 (70-80)
Subtotal

1

6

7

1

1

7

8

Unit B-5
Level 1 (50-60)

3

1

4

Subtotal

3

1

4

Level 1 (50-60)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Unit B-6

Unit B-8
Level 3 (60-70)

1

1

Subtotal

1

1

Level 3 (60-70)

3

3

Subtotal

3

3

Level 3 (70-80)

2

2

Subtotal

2

Unit B-9

Unit B-10

Grand Total

2

16

2
2

2

22

Unit A-2, Level 3, also thought to be an intact Spanish Colonial deposit, also contains only nine
construction artifacts, all pieces of plaster. This consistency suggests that while the majority of the
upper levels contain mixed deposits of both historic-age and modern construction materials, the intact
levels do not show mixing, but still contain historic-age construction materials that are associated with
the early deposits.
Interestingly, the four units (A-2-A-5) that were excavated as a block within one of the rooms of the
west wall complex exhibit the smallest number of construction related artifacts. Conversely, the highest
amounts of construction artifacts are found at the edges of the Locus, suggesting that demolition may
have resulted in a pattern of more construction debris being left at the perimeter of the area than in the
middle. This is consistent with a demolition pattern in which debris is pushed to the edges of the
demolition area during clearing of the area in preparation for construction.
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At the south wall (Locus B), the most prevalent type of construction material recovered was machinemade brick (Table 33). Brick fragments were collected in five of the units. All of the brick fragments
encountered consisted of red brick that appears to have been mass produced in high temperature kilns.
Interestingly, the assemblage at Locus B did not contain the same types of construction material as at
Locus A; Locus B materials included asphalt, brick, stone tile, and ceramic sewer pipe.
The lead glazed ceramic sewer pipes were commonly used until the mid-1900s. Intact lead glazed sewer
lines can still be found in San Antonio to this date, but most have been replaced with modern lines and
materials. These fragments, along with the asphalt chunks, may be the remnants of the utility
installations that have taken place in the south wall area, where two utility trenches cut through the
site.

Modern Material
A small amount of definitively modern trash, including materials such as plastic, tile, PVC pipe, and
synthetic insulation was recovered from the site (Table 34). At Locus A, this material was recovered
within the upper levels of the units, with the exception of Unit A-2, where no modern material was
recovered. Most of the modern material was confined to the upper two levels of the units or in
association with intrusions. In Unit A-1, Level 2 (54-64 cmbd), a 1984 Olympics Snickers wrapper was
noted as found in association with a post hole found in that unit. Another piece of modern material, a
plastic wrapper, came from Unit A-6, Level 4 (45-55 cmbd), where it was associated with the backfill
from Anne Fox’s 1983 excavation unit, which intruded into the southern half of the unit at that level.
At Locus B, modern material was recovered in three units, B-2, B-3, and B-6, and like in Locus A, was
confined to the upper two levels of excavation. Modern materials recovered from Locus B included a
rubber band, plastic straws, and plastic fragments.

Ceramic Tile

Grand Total
2

3

2

6

3

3

8

Styrofoam

1

Insulation

Fabric

Textile

Plastic

Unit and Level

Rubber

Table 34. Modern Material encountered Locus A and B.

Unit A-1
Level 1 (44-54)

1

Level 2 (54-64)

1

Subtotal

2

Unit A-1-North Extension
Level 1 (44–54)

1

1

2

Subtotal

1

1

2

Level 1 (44–54)

2

1

Level 2 (54–63)

2

Unit A-1 South Extension

Subtotal

4

2

1

182

5

1

3

3

8

Grand Total

Ceramic Tile

Styrofoam

Insulation

Fabric

Textile

Rubber

Plastic

Unit and Level

Unit A-3
Level 1 (30–40)

1

1

Level 2 (40-50)

1

1

Subtotal

2

2

Level 1 (30–40)

1

1

Level 2 (40-50)

5

5

Subtotal

6

6

Level 2 (40–50)

2

2

Subtotal

2

2

Unit A-4

Unit A-5

Unit A-6
Level 1 (15-25)

1

1

1

1

2

Level 3 (35-45)
1

Level 4 (45-48)

1

Subtotal

1

Level 1 (25-35)

2

1

3

Subtotal

2

1

3

Level 2 (60-70)

2

3

Subtotal

2

2

Level 2 (60-70)

2

2

Subtotal

2

2

3

Unit A-7

Unit B-2

Unit B-3

Unit B-6

Grand Total

Level 1 (50-60)

2

2

Subtotal

2

2

24

1

2

2

.
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4

1

6

40

Lithic Analysis Results
A total of 84 lithic artifacts were recovered from 41BX6 during the current investigation. Locus A yielded
23 lithic artifacts and Locus B yielded 61 lithic artifacts. Recovered lithics include gun flints, nondiagnostic lithic debitage, mechanically-generated flakes, and burned rock. The mechanically-generated
flakes and burned rock from the lithic assemblages were not subjected to analysis, but rather were
tabulated and weighed. General overviews of the lithic assemblage as well as the results of the gun flint
and non-diagnostic debitage analysis for each investigation area are presented below.
Locus A Lithic Recovery
A total of 23 lithic artifacts (all non-tools) were recovered from five units (A-1, A-2, A-3, A-6, and A-7)
within Locus A. No lithic artifacts were recovered from units A-4 or A-5. Recovered lithic artifacts from
Locus A include nine pieces of non-diagnostic debitage, one mechanically-generated flake, and 13 pieces
of burned rock. Of the 23 total artifacts, 13 were associated with intact cultural deposits. Nine pieces of
burned rock and four pieces of debitage were recovered from Level 3 (50-60 cmbd) of Unit A-2 and one
piece of debitage was recovered from Level 4 (54-64 cmbd) of Unit A-6.
Non-Diagnostic Debitage
Nine pieces of non-diagnostic debitage were recovered from Locus A during the course of the current
investigation. This collection of non-diagnostic debitage includes one primary flake, three secondary
flakes, and five tertiary flakes. Chert is the only raw material type present within the lithic debitage
collection. None of the nine specimens exhibit signs of thermal alteration. While the majority of the nondiagnostic debitage assemblage from Locus A consists of broken, or incomplete, flakes (n=6), only a few
of the flakes (n=3) exhibit patination from weathering on either one or both facial surfaces (Figure 97).
Of the nine flakes, six have intact platforms, all of which are classified as single-faceted suggesting that
they likely have been either removed from a unidirectional core or a flake blank (Andrefsky, Jr. 1998).
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Figure 97. Examples of lithic patination.
Locus B Lithic Recovery
A total of 61 lithic artifacts were recovered from seven units (B-1, B-3 through B-6, B-8, and B-9) within
Locus B. No lithic artifacts were recovered from units B-2 or B-10. Recovered lithic artifacts from Locus
B consist of 3 tools (gun flints) and 58 non-tools. The non-tools from Locus B include 46 pieces of nondiagnostic lithic debitage, two mechanically-generated flakes, and 10 pieces of burned rock. However,
all of the recovered lithic artifacts from Locus B were in mixed context.
Gun flints
The three gun flints discovered within Locus B were each made of locally available fine-grained chert.
One gunflint was recovered from Level 1 (50-60 cmbd) of unit B-5, while the remaining two were
collected from Level 2 (50-60 cmbd) and from Level 4 (70-80 cmbd) of unit B-8. Two of the gunflints are
complete while one is broken. The sizes of the two complete gun flints are consistent with those
recorded for use with a musket (Smith 1982:156-158; Woodward 1982:145).
The gun flint recovered from Level 1 (50–60 cmbd) of Unit B-5 is made on a proximal secondary flake
fragment (Figure 98). The distal end of the blank was broken to create a roughly rectangular shape. The
blank was not otherwise flaked. All of the unifacial retouch noted on the three margins of the specimen
derives from use wear, that is, the impact of the gun’s hammer with the fine grained chert. The artifact
measures 27 x 29 x 3.5 millimeters (mm).
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The gunflint recovered from Level 4 (70–80 cmbd) of Unit B-8 is also made on a secondary flake blank.
The chert is not as fine-grained as that used in the first specimen. Unifacial retouch is present around
the entire circumference of the specimen (Figure 98). Two edges are retouched into a straight line, and
their intersection forms a 90-degree angle. The speckled appearance of the chert is typical of locally
available raw materials. The artifact measures 24 x 27 x 3.3 mm.
A gunflint edge fragment was recovered from Level 2 (50–60 cmbd) of Unit B-8 (Figure 98). The
initiation of the fracture is near the center of the specimen suggesting perhaps that it broke while being
held in the jaw of the firearm. The edge segment that remains has been unifacially flaked and exhibits
localized areas of crushing derive from use. The raw material is likely a light gray chert, but the color of
the material is reminiscent of chalcedony. The material is common in the bed load of the San Antonio
River and tributary creeks to the San Antonio River. The artifact is 7.4 mm thick.

Figure 98. Wedge-shaped gunflint fragment recovered from Level 2 of Unit B-8, looking at ventral face.
Non-Diagnostic Debitage
Forty-six pieces of non-diagnostic debitage were recovered from Locus B during the course of the
current investigation. This collection of non-diagnostic debitage includes two primary flakes, nine
secondary flakes, 27 tertiary flakes, one piece of angular shatter, and seven unknown. Chert is the only
raw material type recorded as present within the lithic debitage collection. Of the 46 pieces of
unmodified debitage, only one specimen appears to exhibit signs of thermal alteration. At least half of
the non-diagnostic debitage assemblage from Locus B consists of broken, or incomplete, flakes. Unlike
debitage from Locus A, the majority of flakes from Locus B (n=29) exhibit patination on one or both
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facial surfaces indicating that these artifacts at some point during the Prehistoric or Historic periods
were exposed for an extended period of time on the surface. Of the 46 flakes, 16 have been identified as
having intact platforms, while 23 are flake fragments without platforms, and 7 are not classified. The 16
flakes with intact platforms include three flakes with cortical striking platforms, six with single-faceted
platforms, and seven with multi-faceted platforms. Those flakes with cortical platforms are likely
produced during the early stages of core or bifacial reduction. Flakes with single-faceted platforms have
likely been removed from a unidirectional core or a flake blank, while flakes exhibiting a multi-faceted
platform are often the result of platform preparation and/or later-stages of bifacial tool manufacture
(Andrefsky, Jr. 1998).
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Chapter VI: Summary and Conclusions
Preliminary Answers to Research Questions

The Master Plan team initially asked three main questions that were included in the research design that
accompanied the Antiquities Permit. Over time, these questions evolved into the four main questions
the archaeologists have been tasked with answering. The Master Plan team’s questions and the
archaeologists’ answers, based on both past and present excavation results appear as follows:
1. Can the outer limits or edges of the Alamo “walled compound” be located and delineated
through existing data from past archaeological campaigns and/or supplemental and targeted
archaeology to be undertaken as part of the Master Plan?
Archaeological work has occurred along the boundaries of the Alamo complex in the north,
south, and west wall areas. While Nichols (2014) also did some monitoring in the northeast
corner of the complex associated with the Arbor expansion near the east wall, her work did not
extend below the landscaping fill. Various archaeological investigations have located
architectural remains within and around the compound (Figure 99), including areas along the
compound walls. Figure 99 shows the locations of excavations where structural remains were
recorded, although it should be noted the data focuses on more substantial features such as
stone and trenches rather than on post holes and possible floors. Additional research would be
necessary to assemble that level of detail.
North Wall
Previous excavations at the north wall (Ivey et al. 1997) reveal the complexity of the Alamo
compound walls, building, and demolition episodes over time (Figure 99). This work found
deposits associated with the Spanish Colonial Mission period (1724-1792), the nineteenth
century military period, and later 19th century deposits. Some of these deposits are intact, yet,
as Ivey et al. note, they “were unable to specify any 1835-1836 stratum, but rather a sequence
of deposits beginning in the early 1700s and continuing until about 1800, at which point the
artifact dates generally jump to at least the mid-1800s” (Ivey et al. 1997:35). Excavators did find
evidence of structures, including an adobe and stone structure built over a feature interpreted
as a filled-in section of the westernmost branch of the Alamo acequia (Ivey et al. 1997:22). In
addition, there was evidence of wall dating to Spanish Colonial or Anglo American occupations
(Ivey et al. 1997:23). Many of these wall remnants intruded on earlier occupation levels or were
marred by later intrusions and utilities.
In addition to structural evidence, archaeologists found remnants of trenches that contained
limestone rubble with “occasional sherds of early nineteenth-century ceramics and glass, and
numerous sherds of Spanish and Indian pottery… which surrounded the limestone rubble” (Ivey
et al. 1997:19), and through archival research and the presence of a human cranium, were able
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to conclude that one of the trenches “was filled two months after the end of the Battle of the
Alamo” and that it is likely “there are other human remains or artifacts from the battle used as
fill in this trench” (Ivey et al. 1997:41). The intact, yet mixed, deposits in this area suggest there
may be a high potential for more deposits to exist along the north wall. However, previous
excavations will have removed some of these deposits, there are utility disturbances throughout
the area, and there is a high potential for human remains to be present in this area.
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South Wall
The south wall has a particularly complex history, having been destroyed and rebuilt numerous
times. Excavations by Hester in 1975 and by CAR in 1988 and 1989 (Figure 101) found footings
and the lunette trench associated with the south wall. In one of the 1975 trenches, excavators
found “two intrusive masses of rubble consisting of large irregular chunks of limestone set in a
grey-brown, pebbly soil, [that] were encountered at approximately 115 cm in depth” (Fox, Bass,
and Hester 1976:51). They interpreted these masses as “footings of the south wall and the
building constructed within it” based on the “location of these features in relation to the
buildings still standing and in relation to wall locations on the maps of Giraud and Gentilz, plus
the fact that they are unquestionable intrusions into the subsoil” (Fox, Bass, and Hester
1976:51). As the soils surrounding and below these stones were sterile, and there were no other
structural remnants such as floors or walls associated with the stones (Fox, Bass, and Hester
1976:43), their identification as footings is well-supported by the archaeological evidence. CAR’s
excavations also revealed that in another area at the south wall the footings were not present,
and explained this due to the “amount of earth moving which has been done in the area since
1870” (Fox, Bass, and Hester 1976:51). While not explicitly stated, it is likely the footings
discovered during this 1975 excavation were dismantled or removed, at least in part, to attain
the bottom depths of the footing features, and may no longer exist in this area.
The 1988/89 field season focused more on the lunette trench. The alignment of the trench was
projected after backhoe scraping that “followed out the line of the lunette trench toward the
south until it turned southwest. Careful cleaning and mapping of the trench walls revealed that
the trench turned at an angle of approximately 45 degrees just south of where the field school
excavations had stopped” (Fox 1992:20). However, in the areas where excavators encountered
the lunette, they seem to have removed it; according to Fox (1992:22), “The lunette trench was
excavated in arbitrary 20-cm levels”, and “All units placed over the lunette trench were
excavated to the bottom of the trench at ca. 100 cm below the surface of the excavation area”
which indicates archaeological excavation depth would have been at about 180 cm total. In
addition, “Units dug elsewhere in the area were dug to sterile soil, or until the desired structural
information was recovered” (Fox 1992:20), suggesting other features may have been removed
completely through excavation or left only partly intact. Interestingly, these excavations also
showed that “the physical evidence for the intersection [of the Galera and the palisade] has
been destroyed” (Fox 1992:17), indicating soils between these two architectural features may
have been disturbed. Eaton, in his excavations at the church, found that remnants of the
palisade about three meters away from the church was intact, and may have left at least some
of the study area undisturbed (Eaton 1980:48).
Current excavations at the south wall revealed a footing that resembles the description of the
footings found by previous excavators (Figure 101). However, like previous excavations, current
excavations have found evidence of disturbance adjacent to and likely through what appears to
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have been a larger footing deposit. The footing located in 2016 and its associated disturbance is
consistent with previous excavation findings at the south wall, which suggest there are pockets
of intact deposits left in this area, but also that in areas explored to date, only below grade
(below the ground surface at the time people dug the trench) features (footings rather than wall
fragments) exist.
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West Wall
The west wall excavations done by both Ivey (1979) and Fox (1983) revealed that in that
location, abundant structural remains were present, including adobe brick foundations, stone
foundations, and an acequia. Unfortunately, no reports have been published for either
excavation, although Jake Ivey, who led the Radio Shack excavations at the west wall (Figure
102) has provided his insights and an unpublished draft of Fox’s work at the North Maverick
building. Photographs show the architectural remains in this area were intact, but also that the
area where the Radio Shack deposits were located may have been removed during the
construction of the paseo to the river. Jake Ivey (personal communication 2016) has reported
that the soils containing these deposits collapsed and slid down into the paseo area during that
construction episode.
Current excavations located an adobe brick pier similar to those found during the Radio Shack
excavation. The location of the pier corresponds with data from the Radio Shack work showing a
line of piers that Ivey postulates would have been part of an arcade supported by adobe piers
running along the inside perimeter of the compound (Ivey 2016: personal communication). In
addition, excavators found the remains of a collapsed adobe wall that has been interpreted to
be part of one of the rooms present within the west wall complex. Features were located under
soils containing mixed 18th-20th century artifacts, suggesting the mixed, disturbed soils exist on
top of the intact deposits. The architectural features in this area appear to be intact or within an
intact context, and resemble the features found at the Radio Shack excavations within the
rooms. The overall preservation level echoes that which Anne Fox found during her 1983
excavations at the North Maverick building, in which she noted, “If in the future alterations to
this area are planned, extreme care should be taken not to disturb these foundations and their
related floors and fill. They contain valuable archaeological information not preserved in any
other known location on Alamo Plaza” (Fox 1983).
Overall, both previous and current excavations suggest that there are pockets of intact deposits
that may be present at the south wall, and there are intact deposits at the 2016 excavation
location at the west wall. The extent of the intact deposits at the south wall is unknown, and
much of the previous work has removed what was once present. Further archaeology would be
required to understand what may still exist along the south wall, and all research to date has
uncovered architectural features that would have been located below the ground surface that
was present during Mission (1724-1792) or subsequent time periods. In an effort to preserve the
features at the south and west walls, the Master Plan team may explore whether a combination
of archaeological excavation and non-invasive investigation techniques such as GPR could be
used on features such as footings to find out their depth without disturbing the surrounding soil
matrix. Further excavation at the west wall might also be warranted to confirm whether any of
the architectural features and artifacts previously excavated deposits remain in that area.
Despite the scattered results of past and present archaeological efforts there does seem to be
the basis for the confirmation of the Alamo compound limits. Further archival research may help
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historians and archaeologists better understand the chronology of building episodes associated
with the wall complex and the types of architectural features that could be present. Further
archaeology can confirm whether remnants of architectural elements associated with the
compound perimeter may still remain.
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2. Can archaeology help delineate the landscape features of the mission compound, such as
acequias, plant material, etc.?
Various historic maps and previous archaeological work in San Antonio has provided insight into
the acequia pathways through the city (Figure 103). Previous archaeological work within the
Alamo compound has confirmed that sections of acequias are present in various locations
(Figure 104). This documentation that portions of acequias are present within the compound
suggests that acequia remnants may be present in other areas within the compound. While
current excavations did not uncover any portions of acequias in part due to time and spatial
limitations, additional data may be uncovered by targeting these areas in future archaeological
projects. However, caution should be taken when targeting acequia excavation, as there is a
potential to encounter human remains – after the battle, many of the Mexican soldiers’ bodies
were deposited in the river (and likely associated components including acequias) rather than
buried (Galveston News 1860:81).
Neither previous nor the 2016 archaeological campaigns took macrobotanical samples as part of
their work. It is unknown why previous archaeologists may not have attempted to recover such
information, but it is possible they did not observe any macrobotanical remains to recover.
Current excavations did plan to sample deposits that had the potential to contain
macrobotanical remains, but did not find suitable archaeological features with this potential.
However, Unit A-5, Level 2 yielded a piece of wood, and a few seeds, tentatively identified as
Hackberry, were recovered from Unit A-2, Level 3, suggesting they could be from an intact
context, and that there may be a potential for additional macrobotanical remains to be present
at Locus A.
Although there is a lack of information on macrobotanical remains to date, future work has the
potential to reveal information about the plants that may have been present during the Alamo
occupations. This information could indicate what residents of the compound may have been
eating as well. Targeting areas that may contain midden or privy deposits could help identify
such features that could then be sampled for macrobotanical remains. At present, it is unknown
which areas of the compound contain these types of deposits, but additional archival research
along with a detailed review of previous excavation notes and reports could help to identify
such areas. In addition, samples can be taken for phytolith analysis can be taken nearly
anywhere in the compound to help understand what types of vegetation was present in the
past. Currently, it is unknown whether phytoliths have been preserved within the project area.
3. Given the layers of late 19th and 20th century disturbances and construction, can the 1724 and
1836 elevations be determined?
The current landscape at the Alamo complex has been extensively modified over the years due
to infrastructure, enhancement, and utility improvements (Figure 105). While the elevation
today is somewhat uniform, it does not reflect the original ground surface.
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Excavations throughout the Alamo compound have revealed a complicated archaeological
resource. Areas of disturbance sometimes adjoin or even share space with intact deposits.
Spanish Colonial deposits are often mixed with later occupation periods, so that there is no
distinct layering of the soils into a neat stratigraphic profile, but rather small groupings of
artifacts and soils that are interwoven into a “blurrier” overall context in which distinct time
periods cannot be isolated. The idea of a discrete living surface at the Alamo may be a historical
concept rather than a discoverable reality.
For example, Ivey and Fox’s work at the north wall indicates that while they found architectural
remnants (acequia, fortification trench, etc.), their temporal associations had to be inferred
from the archival record and the artifacts. They note, “Because these features were found at the
edges of more recent major disturbances, their artifact associations are very poor. We are left to
construct a chronology based on nothing more than the very few associated artifacts, their
relative stratigraphic positions, and a few historical references” (Ivey et al. 1997:34). In other
words, between utility disturbances and historic construction episodes, the relationship
between these architectural features was unclear, and defining a living surface would have been
difficult, if not impossible.
At the south wall, disturbance and lack of a distinct living surface is clearly evident in the areas
that were excavated previously. In 1975, Hester found that, “The entire area between the
proposed wall footings was examined for traces of floors or other structures. Everything below
the level of the present top of the footings was sterile, and the brown soil containing late 19th
century artifacts carried across in an unbroken level above” (Fox, Bass, and Hester 1976:43).
The presence of 19th century artifacts on top of the footings, and the absence of any artifacts
below this level to the base of these footings suggest a Spanish Colonial living surface is not
present. If such a surface existed in this area, Spanish Colonial and/or Native American artifacts
should have been present below the 19th century materials. Fox, Bass, and Hester further
concluded that due to the amount of landscape modification near the south wall, that “the
grade was lowered below the level of the floors and the base of the walls of the buildings on the
south wall” primarily because they found “no trace” of floors or of “recognizable building
materials” above the footings (Fox, Bass, and Hester 1976:51-52). Current excavations revealed
a similar pattern in which there were few artifacts above the footing feature (the top of the
feature is approximately 80 cm below the ground surface as measured from the datum), and
those that were present consisted mostly of lithic material, with two or three colonial ceramics
and the tip of a Mexican non-commissioned officer’s sword. Overall, the lack of artifacts
recovered at the south wall in the current location suggests that most of the previous soil
surface above the footings (from the flagstones to a depth of approximately 80 cm) has been
removed.
Contrary to both the north and south wall areas, deposits at the west wall area are largely intact
with relatively little disturbance. At Radio Shack, Ivey found intact 19th century and Spanish
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Colonial architectural features, as well as a significant number of battle-related artifacts (Ivey
2016: personal communication). Likewise, Anne Fox’s excavations at the North Maverick
Building revealed intact architectural features from the Spanish Colonial Mission Period, and she
noted that the foundations and their associated deposits at the west wall had not been found
elsewhere within Alamo Plaza (Fox, unpublished report). Current excavations confirmed both
Ivey and Fox’s work, and established that intact architectural features and a Spanish Colonial-era
living surface still exist at the west wall. These features are approximately 16-18 inches below
the flagstones.
The variation of intact archaeological deposits within the plaza suggests that there are pockets
or slices of intact deposits throughout the Alamo compound. While many of the previous
excavations document some level of disturbance, they also indicate the presence of intact
features. Further archaeological investigation would be necessary to explore and find these
areas.
Archaeological excavation to help determine whether living surfaces are present within the
plaza does present a challenge for overall Master Plan interpretation. In order to confirm their
observations and make interpretations, archaeologists must use multiple lines of evidence:
stratigraphy, artifacts, historic documents, and above all, context. For example, at the west wall,
the current archaeological team came down upon what was thought to be adobe melt that
could indicate wall collapse. In order to confirm this, the team had to select an area to excavate
through, removing the intact deposit in the process. It is only by removing part of this feature
that they were able to understand and interpret the area as an intact living surface. Without
digging through it to confirm that the only artifacts being recovered were Mission-era, to see
what appeared to be adobe melt was in fact not a uniform layer in the profile, and without
noting that the area around and below the rocks was sterile, the archaeologists could not have
made this interpretation. So future excavation may necessarily have to remove at least a part of
the deposits the Master Plan team may want left intact to interpret the data available to make
an accurate interpretation.
4. Can the relationship between the river and the 1724 and/or 1836 living surfaces be
determined along with the topography of the site, particularly along the southwest corner of
the mission compound, where the shortest distance to the river appears to exist?
This question is difficult to answer based on the preliminary analysis of past and current
archaeological excavation data, and may require more extensive analysis by a geoarchaeologist.
Until we have a very detailed understanding of how the site’s architectural features, including
the acequias, relate to each other, it will be difficult to know how the entire site relates to the
river. This could be accomplished through an exhaustive review of previous archaeological
efforts, additional archaeological excavations, a geoarchaeological analysis, and geotechnical
borings that would attempt to relate the soils to site formation processes to explain the
prehistoric and historic environment.
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Review of historical geotechnical borings from the river to the Alamo provide some evidence of
the historic profile from the compound to the river. Based on profiles provided by Rialto Studios,
the natural surface sloped gently towards the river to what is now Losoya Street and then
sloped 15 feet over a short distance to the river elevation.

Summary and Next Steps

Within the Alamo complex, there are pockets of intact deposits ranging in date from Spanish Colonial to
19th century time periods. Both previous and current work at the west wall indicates intact
archaeological deposits associated with a Spanish Colonial living surface are present in this area. Past
photographs indicate at least some of the deposits located during past efforts are no longer in place, but
may have been completely removed through construction of the Paseo and Riverwalk approach. This
further suggests the pocket of deposits present in this area consists of the area where the current
excavations occurred, but may not extend much further beyond the area defined as Locus A in 2016.
Both previous and current work at the south wall suggests there is no intact Spanish Colonial living
surface (or living surfaces post-dating this time) present where excavations have occurred. While it is
possible intact deposits exist somewhere along the south wall alignment, it is unknown whether they do
exist. In addition, it is difficult to know where they may exist, as the datums from previous excavations
have not been able to be relocated as of September, 2016. As the landscape at the Alamo has changed
over the last 40 years, these datums may never be able to be recreated. Further, based on the published
archaeological reports and photographic evidence taken during the 1975, 1988, and 1989 investigations,
it appears that any features found and documented were removed through the excavation process.
Therefore, it is also unknown at this time whether the footings present at the south wall during previous
excavations remain in place or whether they were dismantled as part of the excavation process.
In order to be able to completely address the research questions, further archaeological investigations
would be required in several areas of the plaza. It does appear that parts of the Alamo compound
contain existing intact archaeological deposits that could potentially be interpreted for the public; it is
also evident that in many cases, those features documented through previous archaeological
investigations may no longer exist due to the excavation process itself or through other
construction/enhancement/public infrastructure projects that have occurred within the plaza
throughout the 19th-21st centuries. While there are comparative archaeological data at the west and
south walls, for example, it is unknown whether additional architectural and archaeological information
exists that might aid in interpreting how these walls were specifically associated with the entry into the
Alamo compound. It is possible that insight could be gained through additional excavation within the
historic boundaries of the Alamo, but there is also a good possibility there is little or no data left to
discover due to disturbances.
Existing known disturbances may be able to be mapped, such as utilities and previous excavations.
However, this is only possible if such plan sets still exist, and as in most cities, San Antonio often has
unmapped utilities running through areas thought to be utility-free. Early infrastructure efforts including
utility lines may not be mapped at all, and could have a different degree of disturbance if their
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alignments were hand excavated instead of machine-excavated, the latter of which has been standard
procedure for most of the last half the twentieth century. In addition, during the 19th and 20th centuries,
development within the Alamo complex included building construction which would have disturbed
earlier deposits. These types of “disturbances” are now archaeological deposits that may have only
partially impacted earlier deposits. The locations of these structures, as well as utilities shown on plan
sets, do not always correspond with the area where they are shown on maps or plans. As a result, while
mapping locations of known disturbances is a helpful guideline, archaeology alone will provide concrete
locations for disturbances and intact areas.
Macrobotanical and phytolith analysis of deposits from several locations within the compound could
help understand what the landscape may have looked like overall; targeting areas containing deposits
like acequias, middens, and privies could provide a good chance for finding this data. Additional, focused
review of previous work and archival accounts may be necessary to identify where such deposits could
exist within the site. Geoarchaeological analysis could help understand how the site was situated in
relation to the river, and excavation at a few targeted locations within the compound could help
understand the relationship between the current ground surface and the previous ground surfaces
associated with the Mission and battle periods throughout the compound rather than in one or two
spots. As always, excavation locations should be considered carefully to avoid impacting human burials,
and to target areas where intact archaeological and architectural deposits may exist.
While it is apparent that the entire compound area has been subject to some degree of disturbance,
previous and current archaeology has shown that there are pockets of intact deposits throughout the
plaza, and that there will be variation in the locations of where intact deposits may exist. In using the
data compiled to date, the Master Plan team can use the next phase to select which areas have a high
potential to yield the desired archaeological information, conduct more intensive research into the
previous work in these areas, collect additional archival information, and build upon what has been
learned to date.
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